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FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


MONDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE ON Puslic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10: 05 a. m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, the Honorable George A. Dondero, chair- 
man of the committee, presiding. 

Chairman Donprro. The committee will come to order 

The committee is meeting today for the purpose of considering a 
number of road bills. I think there are 9 or 10 on the list. 

Although we do not have a quorum of the committee in the com- 
mittee room, I think we shall proceed in order to save time. 

The Chair recognizes the Honorable J. Harry McGregor, chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Roads, to proceed in his own way, as he has 
for the last 6 or 8 months on this subject. Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. McGrecor. The Public Works Committee through the opera- 
tion of the Subcommittee on Public Roads is meeting this morn- 
ing for the consideration of various bills on the subject of highways. 
Last year, as you recall, we had many weeks of extensive hearings 
on this subject, and the bills we are considering today, regardless of 
whether we consider one or the group collectively, are the results of 
those hearings. 

I think that every bill which we possibly will discuss during these 
2 or 3 days of hearings, include the subjects, without exception, that 
we discussed several weeks ago. 

With no objection, I would like to submit for the record the bills 
that have been introduced by Congressman Dempsey, H. R. 14; Con- 
gressman Patten, H. R. 1407; Congressman Dondero, H. R. 3528; 
Congressman Oakman, H. R. 3529; Congressman Mack, H. R. 7124; 
Congressman Scudder, H. R. 7207; Congressman Watts, H. R. 7678; 
Congressman Angel, H. R. 7841; and my own bill, H. R. 7818. 

Without objection, they will be incorporated in the hearings at this 
point, 

The Chair hears no objection, so we will proceed. 

(The bills referred to are as follows :) 


{H. R. 7818, 88d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 
(39 Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations for continuing 
the construction of highways, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of carrying out the pro- 

visions of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), and 
all Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby author- 

ized to be appropriated the sum of $600,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 

1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 
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Che sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall be available for expendi 


ture as follows 
0,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway systen 


(b) $180,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway systen 





(¢) $150,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 





urban areas. and for projects on approved extensions of the Federal-aid secondary 
system within urban 
The s s authoriz section for each fiscal year, respectively, shall be 
Ippo ed among States in the manner now provided by law and in 
cord vith the forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
\ fF i! pprove 20, 1944 (5S Stat. Sos) 
Anv su apportioned to any State unde1 the provision of this section shall be 
ilable for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of the fiscal 
vear for which such sums are authorized, and any amount so apportioned rethnain 
ing unexpended at the end of such period shall lapse: Provided, That such funds 
for anv fiscal vear shall be dee ed t have been expended if a sum equal to the 
total of the sums apportioned t the State for such fis« vear is covered by 


formal agreements with the Secretary of Commerce for the improvement of 


f 
speciiic projects as provided by this Act: Provided 


further, That in the case of 

those sums apportioned to any State for projects on the Federal-aid secondary 
highway system, the Secretary of Commerce shall be deemed to have discharged 
his responsibility relative to the plans, design, inspection, and construction of 
such secondary road projects upon his receipt and approval of a certified state 
ment by the State highway department setting forth that the plans, design, and 
construction for such projects are in accord with the approved standards and 
procedures of the respective States applicable to projects in this category Pro 
led further, That not more than 25 per centum of the amount apportioned to 
each State under subparagraphs (a). (b), or (« of this section may be trans 
ferred from the apportionment under one subparagraph to the apportionment 
inder either of the other subparagraphs: Provided further, That such transfer 


is requested by the State highway department and is approved by the Secretary 


urther, That the total of 
such transfers shall not increase the original apportionment under any subpara 
graph by more than 25 per centum: And provided further, That nothing herein 
contained shall be deemed to alter or impair the authority contained in the last 
1 (b) of section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 


of Commerce as being in the public interest Provided 


pro\ iso to Ssubpara 








Sec. 2 1) For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and 
improvement, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the national systen 
of interstate highways, designated in accordance with the provisions of section 7 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), there is hereby authorized 
to be appropr the addition: um of $200,000,000 for the fiscal vear ending 
June 30, 1956, a a like additional sum for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1957 
rine m herein authorized for each fiscal vear shall be apportioned among the 
several States in the following manner: one-half in the ratio which the popula 
tion of each State bears to the total population of all the States, as shown bv the 
latest available Federal census: Provided, That no State shall receive less than 
three-fourths of 1 per centum of the money so apportioned: and one-half in the 
manner now provided by law for apportionment of funds for the Federal-aid 
primary svsten Provided furthe . That the Federal hare pavable on account of 
any project provided for b funds made available under the provisions of this 
section shall be determined in the same manner as now provided bv law for 


projects on the Federal-naid primary system Provided further, That the Secere 


sum anthorized by this 





} a Federal excise tax on 
rast ( n the amount of not less ft} n? cents per gallon is in effect on December 
1 1954 nd the Secretary of Commerce shall not apportion to the States the 
sum authorized by this section for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1957, unless a 
lederal excise tay gasoline in the amount of not less than 2 cents per gallon 


is in effect on December 31, 1957 


(4) Any sums apportioned to anv State under the provisions of this section 
shall be available for expenditure in that State for six months after the close 


of fiseal vear for which 


such sums are authorized: Provided. That such funds 
for any fiscal vear shall be deemed to be expended in such amounts, and at sucl 


times as the Secretary of Commerce shall determine that the recipient State has 
actually incurred contractual obligations thereunder for the performance of 
sper ifi projects 





oe 
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(ec) Any amount apportioned to the States under the provisions of this section 
unexpended at the end of the period during which it is available for expenditure 
under the terms of subsection (b) of this section shall be reapportioned within 
sixty days thereafter to all the States on the same basis as if it were being 
apportioned under this section for the first time 

Sec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the 
Federal Highway Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated (1) for forest highways the sum of 
$22,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957: Provided, That any sums heretofore authorized 
unobligated on June 30, 1955, shall be canceled as of June 30, 1955; and (2) for 
forest development roads and trails the sum of $22,500,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957: 
Provided, That with respect to any proposed construction or reconstruction of a 
timber access road, advisory public hearings shall be held at a place convenient 
or adjacent to the area of construction or reconstruction with notice and reason- 
able opportunity for interested persons to present their views as to the prac- 
ticability and feasibility of such construction or reconstruction : Provided further, 
That the appropriation herein authorized for forest highways shall be appor- 
tioned by the Secretary of Commerce for expenditure in the several States, 
Alaska, and Puerto Rico in accordance with the provisions of section 3 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950. 

Sec. 4. (a) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of roads 
and trails, inclusive of necessary bridges, in national parks, monuments, and 
other areas administered by the National Park Service, including areas author- 
ized to be established as national parks and monuments, and national park and 
monument approach roads authorized by the Act of January 31, 1931 (46 Stat. 
1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$10,000,000 for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957. 

(b) For the construction, reconstruction, improvement, and maintenance of 
parkways, authorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in 
the United States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957. 

(c) For the construction, improvement, and maintenance of Indian reserva 
tion roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian reser 
vations and Indian lands under the provisions of the Act approved May 26, 1928 
(45 Stat. 750), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957: Provided, That the location, type, and design 
of all roads and bridges constructed shall be approved by the Secretary of 
Commerce before any expenditures are made thereon, and all such construction 
shall be under the general supervision of the Secretary of Commerce 

Sec. 5. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 5 of the Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 158), there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of State, in addition to the sums heretofore 
authorized, such sums not in excess of $4,000,000, to be available until expended, 
“as are necessary to complete the United States obligation under the applicable 
agreement with the Republic of Nicaragua: Prorided, That the survey and 
construction work authorized by the said section 5 shall be under the general 
supervision of the Secretary of Commerce 

Sec. 6. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 1 of the Act 
entitled “An Act to provide for cooperation with Central American Republics 
n the construction of the Inter-American Highway” approved December 26, 1941 
(55 Stat. S60), as amended by section 11 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, 
approved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Department of State in addition to the sums heretofore 
authorized, the sum of $8,000,000 for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1955, and a 
like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, to be available until expended, 

enable the United States to cooperate with the Governments of the American 
Republics situated in Central Americ: that is, with the G 
Republics of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, and 
Panama—in the survey and construction of the Inter-American Highway within 
the borders of the aforesaid Republics, respectively. Not to exceed one-third 
of the appropriation authorized for each fiscal year may be expended without 
requiring the country or countries in which such sums may be expended to match 


vernments of the 
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any part thereof, if the Secretary of State shall find that the cost of constructing 
said highway in such country or countries will be beyond their reasonable capacity 
to bear. 

Sec. 7. All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved 
December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838); the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, ap- 
proved June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105) ; and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, 
approved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785); and the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1952, approved June 25, 1952 (66 Stat. 158), not inconsistent with this Act, 
shall remain in full force and effect 

Sec. 8. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act or the appli- 
cation thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of 
this Act and the application of such section, subsection, or other provision to 
other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

Sec. 9. All Acts or parts of Acts in any way inconsistent with the provisions 
of this Act are hereby repealed, and this Act shall take effect on its passage. 

Sec. 10. The Secretary of Commerce is hereby directed to cooperate with the 
State highway departments in a study of the problems posed by necessary relo- 
cation and reconstruction of public utilities services resulting from highway im- 
provements authorized under this Act Among other things, such a study shall 
include a review and financial analysis of existing relationships between the 
State highway departments and affected utilities of all types, and a review of the 
various State statutes regulating existing relationships, to the end that a full 
and informative report may be made to the President for transmittal to the 
Congress of the United States not later than April 1, 1955. 

Sec. 11. Section 8 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 is amended by in- 
serting after the words “grade crossing eliminations” the words “or toll roads”. 

Sec. 12. This Act may be cited as the “Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954”. 


[H. R. 7841, 88d Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 
Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations for continuing the 
coustruction of highways, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 State. 355), 
and all Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the sum of $600,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall be available for expendi- 
ture as follows: 

(a) $270,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system. 

(b) $180,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway system. 

(c) $150,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 
urban areas, and for projects on approved extensions of the Federal-aid second- 
ary system within urban areas 

The sums authorized by this section for each fiscal year, respectively, shall 
be apportioned among the several States in the manner now provided by law 
and in accordance with the formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944, approved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. S88). 

Any sums ned to any State under the provision of this section shall 
be available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of the 
fiscal year for which such sums are authorized, and any amount so apportioned 
remaining unexpended at the end of such period shall lapse: Provided, That such 
funds for any fiscal year shall be deemed to have been expended if a sum equal 
to the total of the sums apportioned to the State for such fiscal year is covered 
by formal agreements with the Secretary of Commerce for the improvement of 
specific projects as provided by this Act: Provided further, That in the case of 
those sums apportioned to any State for projects on the Federal-aid secondary 
highway system, the Secretary of Commerce shall be deemed to have discharged 
his responsibility relative to the plans, design, inspection, and construction of 
such secondary road projects upon his receipt and approval of a certified state- 
ment by the State highway department setting forth that the plans, design, and 
construction for such projects are in accord with the approved standards and 
procedures of the respective States applicable to projects in this category: 
Provided further, That not more than 25 per centum of the amount apportioned 
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to each State under subparagraphs (a), (b), or (c) of this section may be 
transferred from the apportionment under one subparagraph to the apportion- 
ment under either of the other subparagraphs: Provided further, That such 
transfer is requested by the State highway department and is approved by the 
Secretary of Commerce as being in the public interest: Provided further, That 
the total of such transfers shall not increase the original apportionment under 
any subparagraph by more than 25 per centum: And provided further, That 
nothing herein contained shall be deemed to alter or impair the authority 
contained in the last proviso to subparagraph (b) of section 3 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Aet of 1944. 

Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, 
and improvement, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the national 
system of interstate highways, designated in accordance with the provisions of 
section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the additional sum of $200,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1956, and a like additional sum for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957. The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall 
be apportioned among the several States in the following manner: one-half 
in the ratio which the population of each State bears to the total population of 
all the States, as shown by the latest available Federal census: Provided, That 
no State shall receive less than three-fourths of 1 per centum of the money so 
apportioned ; and one-half in the manner now provided by law for apportionment 
of funds for the Federal-Aid primary system: Provided further, That the Fed- 
eral share payable on account of any project provided for by funds made 
available under the provisions of this section shall be determined in the same 
manner as now provided by law for projects on the Federal-aid primary system: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of Commerce shall not apportion to the 
States the sum authorized by this section for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1956, unless a Federal excise tax on gasoline in the amount of not less than 2 
cents per gallon is in effect on December 31, 1954; and the Secretary of Com- 
merce shall not apportion to the States the sum authorized by this section for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, unless a Federal excise tax on gasoline in 
the amount of not less than 2 cents per gallon is in effect on December 381, 1955. 

(b) Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of this section 
shall be available for expenditure in that State for six months after the close 
of fiscal year for which such sums are authorized: Provided, That such funds 
for any fiscal year shall be deemed to be expended in such amounts, and at such 
times as the Secretary of Commerce shall determine that the recipient State has 
actually incurred contractual obligations thereunder for the performance of 
specific projects, 

(c) Any amount apportioned to the States under the provisions of this section 
unexpended at the end of the period during which it is available for expenditure 
under the terms of subsection (b) of this section shall be reapportioned within 
sixty days thereafter to all the States on the same basis as if it were being 
apportioned under this section for the first time. 

Sec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the 
Federal Highway Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated (1) for forest highways the sum of 
$22,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957: Provided, That any sums heretofore authorized 
unobligated on June 30, 1955, shall be canceled as of June 30, 1955; and (2) for 
forest development roads and trails the sum of $22,500,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957: 
Provided, That with respect to any proposed construction or reconstruction of 
a timber access road, advisory public hearings shall be held at a place convenient 
or adjacent to the area of construction or reconstruction with notice and reason- 
able opportunity for interested persons to present their views as to the practica- 
bility and feasibility of such construction or reconstruction: Provided further, 
That the appropriation herein authorized for forest highways shall be appor- 
tioned by the Secretary of Commerce for expenditure in the several States, 
Alaska, and Puerto Rico in accordance with the provision of section 3 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950. 

Sec. 4. (a) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of roads 
and trails, inclusive of necessary bridges, in national parks, monuments, and 
other areas administered by the National Park Service, including areas author- 
ized to be established as national parks and monuments, and national park and 
monument approach roads authorized by the Act of January 31, 1931 (46 Stat. 
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1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
310,000,000 for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
vear ending June 30, 1957 

(b) For the construction, reconstruction, improvement, and maintenance of 
parkways, authorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in 
the United States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$10.000,000 for the (seal vear ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal 
ear ending June 30, 1957 

(c) For the construction, improvement, and maintenance of Indian reservation 
roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian reservations 


and Indian lands under the provisions of the Act approved May 26, 1928 (45 Stat. 


790), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending 


June 30, 1957: Provided, That the location, type, and design of all roads and 
bridges constructed shall be approved by the Secretary of Commerce before any 
expenditures are made thereon, and all such construction shall be under the 
general supervision of the Secretary of Commerce 

Spe. 5. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 5 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 158), there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of State, in addition to the sums heretofore 
authorized, such sums not in excess of 84,000,000, to he available until expended, 
as are necessary to complete the United States obligation under the applicable 
agreement with the Republic of Nicaragua: Prorided, That the survey and 
construction work authorized by the said section 5 shall be under the general 
supervision of the Secretary of Commerce 

Sec. 6. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 1 of the Act 
entitled “An Act to provide for cooperation with Central American Republics 
in the construction of the Inter-American Highway” approved December 26, 
1941 (55 Stat. S60), as amended by section 11 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1950, approved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to 
he appropriated to the Department of State in addition to the sums heretofore 
authorized, the sum of $8,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and a 
like sum for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1956, to be available until expended, 
to enable the United States to cooperate with the Governments of the American 
Republics situated in Central America—that is, with the Governments of the 
Republics of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, and 
Panama—in the survey and construction of the Inter-American Highway within 
the borders of the aforesaid Republics, respectively Not to exceed one-third 
of the appropriation authorized for each fiscal year may be expended without 
requiring the country or countries in which such sums may be expended to match 
any part thereof, if the Secretary of State shall find that the cost of constructing 
said highway in such country or countries will be beyond their reasonable capac- 
ity to bear 

Sec. 7, All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved De 
cember 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838); the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, apyroved 
June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105): and the Federal-Aid Highwa Act of 1950, ap 
proved September 7. 1950 (64 Stat. 785): and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 


1952, approved Tune 25, 1952 (66 Stat. 158), not inconsistent with this Act, shall 





remain in full force and effect 
Sec. 8. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act or the ap- 
plication thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of 


this Act and the application of such section, subsection, or other provision to 
other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby 

Sec. 9. All Acts or parts of Act n any way inconsistent with the provisions 
of this Act are hereby repealed, and this Act shall take effect on its passage 
10. The Seeretary of Commerce is hereby directed to cooperate with the 





hway departments in a study of the problems posed by necessary re- 





location and reconstruction of public utilities services resulting from highway 
improvements authorized under this Act Among other things, such a study 
shall inelude a review and financial analysis of existing relationships between 
the State highway departments and affected utilities of all types, and a review 
of the various State statutes regulating existing relationships, to the end that a 
full and informative report may be made to the President for transmittal to the 
Congress of the United States not later than April 1. 1955 


S} 11. Section 8 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 is amended by in- 





serting after the words “grade crossing eliminations” the words “or toll roads”. 


This Act mav be cited as the “Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954". 
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amended and supplemented, to authorize appre t ‘ onti y the constructior 
of highways d fe ler purpose 
Be it enacted t] na and House of Repre tatives of the ted Ntates 
of America ( ess assembled, That (a) tf e purpo ot ing out 
the provisions of t] Federal-Aid Road Act, approved July 11 1916 (30 Stat. 355), 
nd all laws aimendator thereot nd supp'ement vy therets there s hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the sum of £650,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1256, and a like sum for the scal vear ending June 30, 17 The sum 
autho. d by this subsection for each such fiscal year shall be available for ex 
penditure as follows 
(1) 2,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highw ly system 
=<) 5,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway sys 
tem: and 
(3) $162.500.000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system 
in urban ureas 
(hy For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and mn 
provement, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the National System 
of Interstate Highways, designated in accordance with the provisions of section 
7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved December 20, 1944 (5S Stat 
S38), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the additional sum of $150 


000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like additional sum for the 
scal year ending June 30, 1957. The Federal share payable 
project provided for by funds made available and apportioned each year to eacl 


State for the National System of Interstate Highways sball not exceed 75 


f on account of any 





per 
centum of the cost of construction and of rights-of-way in connection with such 
project 

(¢) The sums authorized by subsections (a) and (b) of this section for each 





fiscal vear, respectively, shall be apportioned among the several States in the 


manner now provided by law and in accordance with the formulas set forth 
h sectic fof the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved December 20, 
1944 (5S Stat. S38) 

(d) Upon the request of the highway department of a State, any one or more 
of the amounts authorized by subsections (a) and (b) of this section and appot 
tioned to such State in any year for expenditure on any Federal-xid primary 
highway system, the Federal-aid secondary highway system, or the National 
System of Interstate Highways, as provided for by this section, may be increased 


by not to exceed 20 per centum through transfer of funds from any one or more 


of the other amounts so authorized by such subsection (a) and (b) and appor 
tioned to such State in such year, if the State highway department has certified 
that such transfer of funds would be in the public interest and the Secretary of 


Commerce has approved such transfe 





(e) Any sums apportioned to a State under the provisions of this section shall 
be available for expenditure in such State for two years after the ose of the 
fiscal year for which such sums are authorized and any amoun apportioned 
rem nin whnexpel “dl i the end of s ch period shi pn Such fu for ny 
fiscal vear shall be deemed to have been expended if a sum equal to tl total of 
the sums apportioned to snceh State for such fiscal year is covered by for 
agreements with the Commissioner of Public Roads for the improve I f 
specific projects as provided by this Act 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrving out the provisions of section 28 of th 
Federal Highway Act 12 Stat. 218 s amended and supplemented, there is 
hereby thorized to he ppropriated (1) for forest highways the sum of S24 
000,000 for the fiscal vear ending June 3 196, and Ke Ss if the f 
ending Jm >, 17 qd (2) tor forest developme t road und trails the sum 
of $24,000,000 for the scal vear ending June 0, 1956 nd a | sum for the 


fiscal vear ending June 80, 1957 Pre ded, That with respect to an proposed 
construction or reconstruction of a timber access road, ad\ sory pul ¢ hearil 3 
shall be held at a pl »convenient or adjacent to the rea of construction ¢ 

construction with notice and reasonable opportunity for interested persons ft 


present their iews as to the practicability and feasibilitv of such constructior 


or reconstruction tnd provided further, That the ypropriation hereil muther 


| 
ized for forest |} hways shall be apportioned by the Commissioner of Publ 


Roads for expenditure in the several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico in accord 
ance with the provision of section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 
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3. (a) For the construction, reconstruction, improvement, and mainten- 
ance of roads and trails, exclusive of necessary bridges, in national parks, monu- 
ments, apd other areas administered by the National Park Service, including 
areas authorized to be established as national parks and monuments, and na- 
tional park and monument approach roads authorized by the Act of January 31, 
1931 (46 Stat. 1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $11,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

(b) For the construction, reconstruction, improvement, and maintenance of 
parkways, authorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in the 
United States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $11,000,- 
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957. 

(c) For the construction, improvement, and maintenance of Indian reserva- 
tion roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian reserva- 
tions and Indian lands under the provisions of the Act approved May 26, 1928 
(45 Stat. 750), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $11,000,- 
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957: Provided, That the location, type, and design of all roads 
and bridges constructed shall be approved by the Commissioner of Public Roads 
before any expenditures are made thereon, and all such construction shall be 
under the general supervision of the Commissioner of Public Roads. 

Seo. 4. There is hereby authorized an emergency fund in the amount of 
$11,000,000 for expenditure by the Commissioner of Public Roads, in accordance 
with the provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act, as amended and supple- 
mented, after receipt of an application therefor from the highway department 
of any State, in the repair or reconstruction of highways and bridges on the 
Federal-aid highway systems, which he shall find have suffered serious damage 
as the result of disaster over a wide area, such as by floods, hurricanes, tidal 
waves, earthquakes, severe storms, landslides, or other catastrophes in any part 
of the United States. The appropriation of such moneys as may be necessary 
for the initial establishment of this fund and for its replenishment on an annual 
basis is hereby authorized: Provided, That pending the appropriation of said 
sum, or its replenishment, the Commissioner of Public Roads may expend, from 
existing Federal-aid highway appropriations, such sums as may be necessary for 
the immediate prosecution of the work herein authorized, such appropriations to 
be reimbursed from the appropriation herein authorized when made: Provided 
further, That no expenditures shall be made hereunder with respect to any such 
catastrophe in any State unless an emergency has been declared by the Governor 
of such State, and concurred in by the Commissioner of Public Roads: And Pro- 
vided further, That the Federal share payable on account of any repair or recon- 
struction project provided for by funds made available under this section shall 
not exceed 50 per centum of the cost thereof, except that on the National System 
of Interstate Highways the Federal share shall not exceed 75 per centum of the 
cost. 

Sec, 5. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 10 of the Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the survey, construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of 
main roads through unappropriated or unreserved public lands, nontaxable 
Indian lands, or other Federal reservations, the sum of $2,750,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1957, to remain available until expended. 

Sec. 6. The Commissioner of Public Roads is authorized and directed to assist 
in carrying out the action program of the President’s Highway Safety Confer- 
ence and to cooperate with the State highway departments and other agencies 
in this program to advance the cause of safety on the streets and highways: 
Provided, That not to exceed $200,000 shall be expended annually for the purposes 
of this section. 

Sec. 7. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 6 of the 
Defense Highway Act of 1941 (55 Stat. 765), as amended, and section 12 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), as amended, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the additional sum of $50,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That whenever any project for the construction 
or improvement of a circumferential highway around a city or of a radial intra- 
city route thereto submitted by any State, is certified by the Secretary of Defense, 
or such other official as the President may designate, as being important for 

vilian or military defense, such project may be constructed under the authoriza- 
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tion in this section and in accordance with the conditions contained therein: 
And provided further, That with respect to any proposed construction or re- 
construction of a timber access road under the authority contained in this sec- 
tion, advisory public hearings shall be held at a place convenient or adjacent to 
the area of construction or reconstruction with notice and reasonable oppor- 
tunity for interested persons to present their views as to the practicability and 
feasibility of such construction or reconstruction. 

Sec. 8 All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved De- 
cember 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838) ; the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, approved 
June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105) ; the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, approved 
September 7, 1950; and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952, approved June 25, 
1952, not inconsistent with this Act, shall remain in full force and effect. 

Sec. 9. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act or the applica- 
tion thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of this 
Act and the application of such section, subsection, or other provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 


Sec. 10, All laws or parts of laws in any way inconsistent with the provisions 
of this Act are hereby repealed, and this Act shall take effect on its passage. 
Sec. 11. This Act may be cited as the “Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954”. 


[H. R. 7124, 88d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 so as to increase certain amounts 


authorized therein for highway purposes for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) the first paragraph of the first see- 
tion of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 is amended by striking out “a like 
sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955” and by inserting in lieu thereof 
“the sum of $825,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955”. 

(b) The second paragraph of the first section of such Act is amended by strik- 
ing out “The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year” and by inserting in lieu 
thereof “The sum herein authorized for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954”. 

(c) The first section of such Act is further amended by inserting after sub- 
pargraph (c) of the second paragraph the following new paragraphs: 

“The sum herein authorized for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, shall be 
available for expenditure as follows: 

“(a) $371,250,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system. 
“(b) $247,500,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway system. 
“(¢) $206,250,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 

urban areas.” 

Sec. 2. Section 2 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 is amended by strik- 
ing out “a like additional sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955” and by 
inserting in lieu thereof “the additional sum of $87,500,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1955”. 


[H. R. 7207, 88d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 so as to increase certain amounts 
authorized therein for highway purposes for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) the first paragraph of the first see- 
tion of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 is amended by striking out ‘a like 
sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955” and by inserting in lieu thereof 
“the sum of $825,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955”. 

(b) The second paragraph of the first section of such Act is amended by strik- 
ing out “The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year” and by inserting in lieu 
thereof “The sum herein authorized for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954”. 

(c) The first section of such Act is further amended by inserting after sub- 
pargraph (c) of the second paragraph the following new paragraphs: 

“The sum herein authorized for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, shall be 
available for expenditure as follows: 

(a) $371,250,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system. 

“(b) $247,500,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary highway system 

“(¢e) $206,250,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 
urban areas.” 
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of the tax structure to be used for road purposes. ] believe that there 
should be an increase in allowances made to the States that would 
approximate that amount of money, and | further believe that that 
money should be distributed by the highway commissions of the var 
ious States on the roads where they think il s most needed for con 
struction and repair. 

That is very briefly my position, Mr. Chairman. I do not want 
to take much time in discussing the bill until such time as it n 
come up for consideration by the committee. 

Mr. McGreeor. I am sure there will be no objection if the gentle 
man from California desires to extend his remarks in the hearings. 

Congressman Angell is also author of one of the bills. 

Mr. ANGELL. May I say this Mr. Chairman: My bill is a companion 
bill to the one you yourself introduced. And may I say that I feel 
after the lengthy studies we have made of the road situation that 
we are making a mistake in not plowing back into roads more of the 
tax money that has come from the users of the roads. 

The State of Oregon was the first State to adopt the gasoline tax for 
road construction and road maintenance. I think the fact that the 
road users are willing and anxious to put up heavy tax funds for this 
purpose, and since a very much larger proportion of the tax money 
comes from the users of the roads than from other citizens. these 
taxes should go back into the roads, in view of the fact that we are 
wearing out the roads much faster than they are being rebuilt or re 
placed. Also, no doubt, a considerable number of the accidents that 
occur on the roads are due to this fact. 

Mr. McGreoor. Thank you, Congressman Angell. 

You have the permission of the committee, I am sure, to revise and 
extend your very fine remarks. 

Chairman Donprro. I would like to make a short statement regard 
ine H. R. 3528, whieh I introduced last vear, to prov ide for SSOO mil 
lion instead of S575 million that we are returning to the States now. 


The reason why the S800 million fieure was included was that it yust 


about took all of the gas tax now being paid by the users of the roads 
of the United States into the Federal Treasury and returned to the 
States in order to give the States more money with which to build 
roads. 

We who come from the automotive construction center of the United 
States, and Detroit, which is the automobile capital of the world, are 
intensely interested In seeing that 200d roads should be kept up to the 
high standards of this country. That was the reason for increasing 
the authorization $225 million over what it was last vear and this 
vear. 

I hope that the committee will do this and raise the amount. I at 
sure from my knowledge of Chairman McGregor’s hearings that he 
agrees with that point, that is, that more of the money should be paid 
hack to the States. The S800 million just about equals the eas tax. 
I understand it was $910 million in the year 1955. That is the reason 
for the increase which I re ommended, 

Mr. MeGrecor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MCuREGOR | recognize Congressman \"\ atts, 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman, I introduced House Resolution 76738. 
Last vear I sat on the subcommittee that listened to volume afte 
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volume of testimony and came to the conclusion along w » everybody 
else in the country, both those that build the roads and those that 
travel them, that a considerably larger sum of money must be appro- 
priated by the Federal Government toward the construction of our 
system of roads. I think that is universally recognized by most every- 
body. 

I have never felt that the gasoline tax should be earmarked for roads 
for the reason that we might arrive at a situation in this country 
where the gasoll ne tax would not be sufficient to build the type of 
roads that it is necessary for us to have. Good roads are the best 
investment that any country can make in the welfare of that country. 
It was good roads that built this country, and the better we make them, 
the better our country will be. 

In my bill I do make a provision for an acceleration of the interstate 
system of roads, and | feel that on that system of roads, since they are 
the main arterial highways or highways of our country that carry our 
interstate traflic, they are the main defense highways of our country 
that the Federal Government should bear a larger share of the cost of 
construction of those roads. 

I picked the sum of 75 percent for the Federal Government and 25 
percent forthe State. I do not know whether that is the correct figure 
wr not, but I do think some emphasis should be given to the thought 
hat the States should receive a larger contribution on that classifica- 
t10n of roads. 

Many of the States in the country are going to find it difficult, I am 
afraid, to match a greatly acceler: ated program of road building on the 
part of the Federal Government. This would help. It would also 
have a tendency to stimulate, in my opinion, the construction of the 
interstate system of roads, which ; b: idly needed. 

I also provide for a = ililalaaes of the money from one system to 
another, which I think gives flexibility to each State to meet its own 
particular problems without distributing what some other State 
might want to do. 

‘That is about all I want to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you, Congressman Watts. 

As the author of H. R. 7818, I want to say I do not think there is 
a single provision that was not discussed at length in the hearings of 
last summer. I want to say I appreciate the splendid cooperation 
that the Subcommittee on Roads has received. This particular bill 
is the result of many hours of work of the subcommittee along with 
the various State road departments, and, of course, the Department 
of Commerce representatives, who have worked diligently to submit 
a proposal, to this committee and I hope to the Congress, that will 
correct some of the inequities and inefficiencies of existing legislation. 

I also want to pay my respects to civic groups and others interested 
for the many hours of work they have done and for the great assist- 
ance they have given us during meetings in my office. 

The first witness we have this morning is the Honorable Robert B. 
Murray, the Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation. 

I am sure Secret: ry Murr: ay needs no introduction to this group. 
It is a pleasure and a privilege, Mr. Murray, to have you before us. 

Before Mr. Murray testifies, however, 1 want to include in the 
record various reports from the Department that we have received, 
ind I wou ld like the ( lerk ot this committee, Mr. Me ‘onnell, to read 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 13 


the report of the Bureau of the Budget relative to H. R. 7818. Mr. 
McConnell will please read that report. 

If there are no objections the other reports of the Departments 
will be included in the record. 

(The reports referred to are as follows:) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 12, 1954. 
Hon. Greorar A. DonpDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

MY DEAR Mk. DONDERO: This responds to your request of February 10, for our 
comments on H. R. 7818, a bill “To amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road 
Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to 
authorize appropriations for continuing the construction of highways, and for 
other purposes.” 

We favor the enactment of this bill so far as it affects the Department of the 
Interior. 

This Department is primarily interested in section 4 of the bill which, if 
enacted, would authorize the appropriation of $10 million annually for fiscal 
years 1956 and 1957 for each of the following three purposes: (a) the construc- 
tion, reconstruction, and improvement of roads and trails in areas administered 
by the National Park Service; (b) the construction, reconstruction, improvement 
and maintenance of parkways, authorized by acts of Congress, on lands owned 
by the United States; and (c) the construction, improvement, and maintenance 
of Indian reservation roads and bridges and roads and bridges to provide access 
to Indian reservations and Indian lands under the provisions of the act of May 
26, 1928 (45 Stat. 750). 

The proposed authorizations in section 4 are satisfactory to this Department. 
Representatives of the Department will be prepared to testify at the hearing on 
H. R. 7818 in support of section 4 of the bill. 

Since I am informed that there is a particular urgency for the submission of 
the views of the Department, this report has not been cleared through the Bureau 
of the Budget and, therefore, no commitment can be made concerning the relation- 
ship of the views expressed herein to the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
RALPH A. TUDOR, 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., February 26, 1954. 
Hon. GrorGe A, DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. DoNpDERO: The report of this Department on H. R. 7818, a bill to 
amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat 
355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations for continuing 
the construction of highways, and for other purposes, was transmitted to your 
committee on February 12. In view of information that your committee desired 
an immediate statment of the views of this Department, the report was sub 
mitted without clearance through the Bureau of the Budget 

Subsequent to the transmission of the report on H. R. 7818, we have been ad 
vised by the Bureau of the Budget that the views expressed in that report, as 
submitted to your committee on February 12, are without objection insofar as 
the Bureau of the Budget is concerned. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dovetas McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 














aI i I. ¢ 
Dear 4 CHAIRMAN: This is in repl » your request of February 10 for the 
Departinent H. R. TS18 bill to amend and supplement the Fed 
\ tgad A proved uv 11, 191 39 Stat. 8355). as amended and sup 
pole f e appropriations for continuing the construction of high 
I ) er purposes 

\ - st ment prepared by the Bureau of Public Roads favoring en 
t r the pal subject to erta amendments The Departme! tf concurs 
itement with the add n of a further amendment providing that the 

fir proviso appearing on page 3 o he bill be amended to read as follows 
Provided furthe That in the case of those sums apportioned to any State for 
ects on the Federal-aid secondat highway system, the Secretary of Com 
erce vad harge his responsil t relative to the plans, design, inspection, 
ind construction of such secondary road projects upon his receipt and approval! 
of a certified statement by the State highway department setting forth that the 
plans, design, and construct such projects are ina rd with the standards 
nd procedures of the resp ates applicable to projects in this category ap 





is in accord with one contained in a letter dated February 14, 





to vour committee 





If we can be of further assistance to you in this matter, please call upon us 


SINCLAIR WEEKS, 


Necre tary of Commerce 


> 


red to room 1414. New House Office Building, 11:25 a. m 


s OF THE BUREAU oF Pustic Roaps WitH RESPECT TO CERTAIN PENDING 
) DI1Ls A ARTIC iLy H. R. 7818, a Brri To AMEND AND SUPPLEMENT 
HE Fr! L-Am RoAp Act APPROVED JULY 11, 1916 (39 STAT. 355). AS AXTENDED 
SUP?PLEM ED TO AUTHORIz APPROPRIATIONS FOR CONTINUING THE CON 
\ i WAYS. AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


I ew of the length of the bi id order that this statement may not be 
da ng. no venera nalvsis of its provisions will be attempter There is, 
howeve} hex summary of the rovisions of the bi as compared to the 
| ‘ the Fede Aid Highw Act of 1952 
Sart 1 the h would auth e S600 llion for each of the fiscal vears 
156 and WAT for Fede l-aid primar secondary, and urban projects. Sectior 
. h } 1O} idditional amount of SZOO mi on for each of the 
1956 d 57 r projects on the national system of interstate high 
( f ithe tions as proposed in the bill will make possible 
1 of needec mprovel ts on the systems of Federal-aid 
} . ling the Svstel of nterstate highways The substan 
{ ( ‘ Sp ed for the national system of interstate 
highway UI onsidere ssential in order to overcome the steadily growing 
cle encie to elerate ft] irgently needed improvements on that system 
wh - i i adil t of highways of greatest importance to the 
I ierens 
| ’ ef ol tion of the bill, certain amendments thereto are 
‘ sicle eSil ‘ These amendments and the reasons therefor are given 
he : 
Che se nd proviso on page 3 ould authorize up to 25 percent of a State’s 
anportiol ent of primary, secon ry, or urban funds to be transferred from one 
nO? to another, if certified by the State and approved by the Secretary 
( m as being in the public terest. This is a new provision designed 
to provide it ased flexib , Within reasonable limitations, in the use of these 
apportioned funds. The adoption of this new language would 
Ss recotnmens ed howe t ° that such fran fers also he per 
to funds heretofore or hereafter authorized can be 
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iccomplished by adding after “25 per centum:” in line 22, page 5, a hew proviso 
is follows: 

‘Provided further, That the transfers hereinabove permitted for funds author 
ized to be appropriated for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, and June 30, 
1957, shall likewise be permitted on the same basis for funds heretofore or 
hereafter authorized to be appropriated for any prior or subsequent fiscal year?” 

Section 2 (a), page 4, provides that funds authorized for the national system of 
nterstate highways may be used for the construction, reconstruction, and im 
provement of such system, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels. The term 
; n the law includes bridges but no reference is 


highway” as presently defined 
nade therein to tunnels and it would seem advisable to have the definition of the 
term “highway” amended to include tunnels. In such event reference to bridges 
and tunnels in section 2 (a) would be unnecessary It is recommended, there 
fore, that the words “inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels” in lines 2 and 38 
on page 4, be stricken from the bill, and that a sentence be added to section 11 
of the bill, as follows: 

The term ‘highway, as defined in section 2 of the Federal Highway Act of 
November 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 212), as amended and supplemented, shall be deemed 
to include tunnels.” 

The proviso in section 2 (b), on page 5, provides that the interstate funds shall 
be deemed to be expended “in such amounts, and at such times as the Secretary 
of Commerce shall determine that the recipient State has actually incurred con 
tractual obligations thereunder for the performance of specific projects.” Such 
language is somewhat at variance with provisions of existing law relating to the 
expenditure of Federal-aid funds and may be difficult to administer It is rec- 
ommended, therefore, that said proviso be stricken from the bill and new lan 
vuage inserted in lieu thereof, as follows: 

‘Provided, That such funds shall be deemed to be expended upon execution of 
formal agreements with the Secretary of Commerce for the improvement of 
specific projects under this section.” 

Under section 2 (¢), apportioned interstate funds unexpended at the end o 
the period during which they would be available would be reapportioned to a 
the States. This provision would be at variance with the existing provisions of 
Federal-aid law relating to other apportioned funds which lapse if not expended 


¢ 


during the period for which they are available. Accordingly, it iS recommended 
that section 2 (¢) be amended by striking therefrom in lines 19 to 22, page 5, 


he words “be reapportioned within sixty days thereafter to all the States on the 
same basis as if it were being apportioned under this section for the first time’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof the word “lapse 

Under the first proviso in section 3, forest highway funds authorized but un 
obligated on June 30, 1955, would be canceled as of that date As a provision 
with such date of cancellation would be difficult to administer and would have 
in inequitable effect upon the various States, it is recommended that the proviso 
be amended by striking from lines 4 through 6, page 6, the words “Provided, 
That any suis heretofore authorized unobligated on June 30, 1955, sha be 
canceled as of June 30, 1955", and inserting in lieu thereof “Provided, That the 
authorization in section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 for forest 





highways for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1955, is hereby canceled :" 
Section 6 of the bill would provide additional authorizations for the purpose 
of carrying out section 1 of the act approved December 26, 1941, relating to the 
Inter-American Highway To make it clear that section 2 of that act, which 
section provides that the survey and construction work shall be administered by 
the Bureau of Public Roads, remains in effect, it is recommended that the words 
of section 1°, lines 13 and 14, page 8, be stricken from the bill 
Section 1 would authorize the use of urban funds for projects on approved « 
nsions of the Federal-aid secondary system within urban areas. In order that 
will be made clear that the Secretary of Commerce may approve as part of 


he Federal-aid secondary system, extension of such system through urban 


ireas, it is recommended that the new language be inserted after section 11 of the 

ll, as follows: 

‘The Secretary of Commerce may approve as a part of the Federal-aid se 
ondary system, extensions through urban areas, connecting points on that system 
provided that Federal participation in projects on such extensions shall be limited 
to urban funds 

Since its original enactment in 1916, the Federal-aid hig! 
been frequently amended and supplemented throughout 
ieved advisable that the whole body of Federal-aid hig! 
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drafted into a one-package law, to include such changes or new provisions as 
would provide a modernized Federal highway law. As a step toward such objec- 
tive it is recommended that section 12 of the bill be renumbered as section 13, and 
that a new section 12 be added to the bill, to read as follows: 

“Sec. 12. The Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed to transmit 
to the Congress not later than December 31, 1954, a suggested bill or bills for a 
Federal Highway Act, which will include such provisions of existing law, and 
such changed or new provisions as the Secretary deems advisable. The Secretary 
shall also submit a report commenting on the bill or bills, which shall include 
specific reference to each change in, or admission of, any provision of existing 
law.” 

The Bureau of Public Roads favors the enactment of H. R. 7818 subject to 
the amendments recommended above. 

There are now pending before the committee several bills to provide additional 
Federal-aid authorizations in varying amounts for different fiscal years. These 
bills are as follows: H. R. 14, H. R. 1407, H. R. 3528, H. R. 3529, H. R. 7207, 
H. R. 7124, and H. R. 7678. Analyses of these bills showing a comparison with 
the provisions of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1952 are also attached. It is 
considered unnecessary to comment further with respect to these pending bills. 

F. V. pu Pont, 
Commissioner of Public Roads. 

FEBRUARY 12, 1954. 

Mr. McConnetu. This is a letter from the Executive Office of the 
President, Bureau of the Budget, dated February 14, 1954. It reads 
as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., February 14, 1954. 
Hon. Grorce A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
Hlouse of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your letter of February 10, 
1954, inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on H. R. 7818, a bill to 
amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 
Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations for con- 
tinuing the construction of highways, and for other purposes. 

The need for increasing and strengthening our highway programs in order to 
overcome existing deficiencies and to keep pace with the steadily increasing 
traffic demands is well recognized, and will be presented in other agency reports 
and in testimony before your committee. In his state of the Union message on 
January 7, the President set forth the position of the administration regarding 
immediate needs for highway legislation as follows: 

“To protect the vital interest of every citizen in a safe and adequate highway 
system, the Federal Government is continuing its central role in the Federal-aid 
highway program. So that maximum progress can be made to overcome present 
inadequacies in the interstate highway system, we must continue the Federal 
gasoline tax at 2 cents per gallon. This will require cancellation of the one- 
half cent decrease which otherwise will become effective April 1, and will main- 
tain revenues so that an expanded highway program can be undertaken.” 

With respect to the longer range aspects of Federalf-State cooperation in 
this field the President said: 

“When the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations completes its study 
of the present system of financing highway construction, I shall promptly submit 
it for consideration by the Congress and the governors of the States.” 

H. R. 7818 would accomplish the highway objectives of the administration 
through the fiscal year 1957. The bill does this first by making the necessary 
2-year extension of basic authorities and secondly by incorporating several 
provisions designed to increase the fiexibility of the traditional Federal-aid 
program. It is our belief that the bill will also encourage a rapid acceleration 
in highway construction on the national system of interstate highways. Taken 
altogether, these provisions will permit highway programs to be directed toward 
projects of highest priority both to the States and to the Nation. 

In view of the critical deficiencies of the national system of interstate highways, 
the amount of the $200 million annually authorized under section 2 of the bill 
is clearly required. At the same time, this increase over the existing level 
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represents a substantial additional fiscal commitment. It is vitally important, 
therefore, that the Federal gasoline tax be continued at its present level of 
2 cents per gallon. The bill recognizes this necessity by providing that the 
increased authorization for the interstate system shall not become available 
unless the 2-cent Federal gasoline tax is in effect. 

The bill continues the existing provision that the Federal and State Govern- 
ments shall, in general, share equally the cost of projects on the national system 
of interstate highways. Proposals have been made from time to time, and are 
reflected in other bills before your committee, which would increase the Federal 
share. In our judgment, the effect of these proposals would be less highway 
construction than is possible under the traditional 50-50 matching ratio. In addi- 
tion, since the national system of interstate highways is wholly included within 
the regular Federal-aid highway systems, we believe that the Federal Govern 
ment and the States should continue as equal partners in progress for the 
improvement of our highway systems. 

In connection with the bill as printed, we wish to note and confirm our under- 
standing of advice received from the chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. Me- 
Gregor, with respect to an agreed upon change in the first proviso appearing on 
page 8. This change involves substituting for the words “shall be deemed to 
have discharged” appearing in line 5, the words “may discharge”; striking out 
the word “approved” in line 10; and inserting in line 12 after the word “category” 
the words “approved by him.” The Bureau of the Budget supports this change 
The purpose of the amended proviso is twofold, specifically to permit the States 
to have greater flexibility in the design and selection of secondary road proj 
ects and to obtain the most expeditious approval of such projects, provided that 
Federal approval is first given to the State standards and procedures under which 
secondary road funds will be spent. 

We have been advised that questions have been raised as to why the authorities 
granted by the bill are vested in the Secretary of Commerce rather than in the 
Commissioner of Public Roads, and whether this arrangement is appropriate 
We believe that the bill is correctly drawn and would recommend strongly that 
it not be changed in this respect. The language follows one of the most important 
findings of the first Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government, namely, that executive accountability is defeated when statutory 
authorities are vested in the subordinates of the heads of the executive 
departments. 

In consonance with that finding, Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1950 trans 
ferred the statutory functions of the Department of Commerce to the Secretary 
Since the effective date of the Reorganization Plan the Secretary of Commerce 
has provided for the carrying out of the Federal-aid highway programs and 
functions through the Bureau of Public Roads and its head, the Commissioner 
of Public Roads. We assume that these existing delegations of authority will 
be continued in their present form. 

Subject to the considerations set forth above, you are advised that the enact 
ment of H. R. 7818 would be in accord with the program of the President 

Sincerely yours, 
ROWLAND Hucues, Deputy Director. 

Mr. McGrecor. Now, Mr. Secretary, we will be very glad to hear 
from you. 

Chairman Donprro. Before the Secretary proceeds, I want to ask 
one or two questions with which I am not familiar. First, does H. R. 
7818 include the continuation of a half a cent a gallon gas tax? 

Mr. McGrecor. As far as we have any authority. This committee 
has no authority to continue the half-cent gas tax. That bill must 
come out of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Chairman Donpero. That is exactly why I asked the question. 

Mr. McGrecor. But this legislation comes to us in this connection. 
We cannot put through this legislation to give this amount of money 
to the various States for distribution unless we are assured of the 
continuation of the 2-cent gasoline tax. In other words, if you would 
take the one-half cent gasoline tax off you would take from the Treas- 


ury approximately $225 million to $230 million. If you would take 
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the entire 2 cents Federal tax off, you would take from the ‘Treasury 
ipproximately $910 million. 

All of us, I think. realize that if we do not have the tax we cannot 
build the roads as far as the Federal Government is concerned. We 
cannot have our cake and eat it too. So it will be up to the Congress 
to determine whether or not they want to continue the half cent mak- 
ing the total 2 cents, and have the roads built as specified in the bill, 
or have the road program reduced. We cannot have our revenue re 
duced by $225 million and be expected to contribute S800 million for 
roads. , 

Chairman Donprero. The reason for the difference is the chairman 
already introduced a bill to continue the half-cent gasoline tax after 
April 1. in accordance with the message of the President to the Con- 
egress. I know that bill has gone where it should go to, and that is 
the Committee on Ways and Means, who have the authority and juris 
diction to handle it. That is the reason for my asking the question. 

Mr. McGrecor. We have not attempted to dictate to the Ways and 
Meat Ss Committee because we know that is within their jurisdiction, 
but in including it in H. R. 7818 we want to call attention of this 
committee to the fact this particular legislation is dependent on the 
reenactment of the one-half cent Federal e@asoline tax. and the con- 
tinuance of the other 114 cents, which makes a total of 2 cents. 

Chairman Donpbero. In other words, if the half-cent gas tax is not 
enacted, you cannot carry out the financial obligations which this bill 
provides. 





Mr. McGrecor. That is correct, because we would be short approx! 
mately $225 million to $280 million. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. McGregor, 1s not youl bill conditioned on the 
continuance of that one-half cent ? 

Mr. McGrecor. It is, definitely. 

Mr. Scupper. As I understand the reading of the report by the clerk 
of the committee, this bill carries the same matching requirements by 
the State of 50-50. 

Mr. McGreoor. As the existing law. 

Mr. Scupper. 50-50. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is right. 

Mr. Murray, we will hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT B. MURRAY, UNDER SECRETARY 
OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE 


Secretary Murray. Mr. Chairman, first I would like to mention to 
this committee that the Secretary is sorry that he is not able to be here 
today himself, but that he had already made commitments prior to 
the time the date for these hearings was set up. It is my understand- 
ng he ealled the chairman of the subcommittee last night and so 
informed him. 

Mr. Chairman, my statement or my remarks would, of course, be 
in line with the letter from the Bureau of the Budget, and would only 
be repetitious of that po it of view. I have been instructed to tell 


this committee that the Department of Commerce supports H. R. 7818, 


subject to the considerations which were set forth in the report of the 
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Jureau of the Budget, and that the enactment of that act would be 1 
accordance with the program of the President. 


As Mr. McGregor knows, there has been a great amount of activity 
this week between the ¢ ‘ongress and the executive branch on this sub 
ject. I have not been here during that period of time. Mr. du Pont, 


VW ho has been involved in all of the cliscussions that have gone on this 
week, and who has gone into the bill very thoroughly, is here, and I 
would like him at this point, if it meets with your approval, to take 
over. Then either of us will be ready to answer any questions that 
this committee might desire to ask. 

Mr. McGregor. Thank you, Mr. Murray. 

I want to concur in your statement and inform the committee that 
Secretary Weeks called me last night from a good many miles away 
and said if it were necessary he would try toeget here, but he would 
appre late it if he would be eiven pern ission to fulfill his official duties 
there. Isaid as far as I am concerned, and thought it was concurred 
in by the committee, it was perfectly all right for him to be absent 
from the meeting this morning. 

If the members of the committee wish to question him at a later 
time he will be here. 

Secretary Murray. He will be very happy to be here. 

Mr. McGregor. Thank you very much, Mr. Murray. 

I am sure the next witness needs no introduction to this group. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, may we have an opportunity to question 
Mr. Murray ¢ 

Mr. McGreeor. Yes, sir. You certainly may. 

Mr. SmiruH. In line with the statement of the Bureau of the Budget 
concern ig the executive responsil bility, I think some of these pee 
ought to go to the executive department. Asa matter of fact, the bill 
spec ific: ally provides that the De partment of Commerce should have 
responsibility in this field. 

In am interested, Mr. Secretary, in respect to this provision of the 
bill which provides that secondary road funds shall be made available 
to the States merely upon the statement of the States that the sec 
ond: ary road stand: ids in that partic ular State have been met in the 
expenditure of these funds, or in the planning of the particular high 
way problem. 

What is the feeling in the Department of Commerce that led to the 
endorsement of such a proposal in respect to the expenditure of Fed 
eral funds? 

Secretary Murray. It is my understanding as a result of this letter 
which has come in from the Bureau of the Budget today, that striking 
out the words “shall be deemed to have discharged” and substituting 
the words “may discharge” means that the Secretary of Commerce 
may, if he deems it desirable, approve, after he has persuaded himself 
that the standards of the States are proper. This will cut out a great 
amount of administrative activity which has been gone through here 
tofore. 

Mr. McGregor. Mr. Secretary, may I interpose this thought too: 
That is, it is in conformity with the President’s recommendations to 
Congress and his public speeches that more power be given back to the 
States. In this particular clause the Commissioner of Public Roads 
or the Secretarv of Commerce would simplv approve the plans and 
specificat ions of a respective State as it applies to the secondary roads. 
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After the plans and specifications of the highway director of a State 
are approved, then the Commissioner of Public Roads has no jurisdic- 
tion over the construction thereof; and upon an affidavit from the high- 
way director that the plans of that State have been approved, the Sec- 
retary of Commerce is relieved from that authority. Is that not cor- 
rect ? 

Secretary Murray. Yes. I think so, Mr. McGregor. To answer 
Mr. Smith’s question, there has been a great amount of comment over 
the years to the effect that the standards of the Bureau of Public Roads 
Administration on the secondary program have been pretty rigid; 
and may even have been unduly high. As you know, the highw: Ly 
departments of the various States have come to a pretty high degree 
of efficiency at this time. They have progressed quite a bit. I do 
not know of any State that does not have a very highly competent 
highway department. 

It is our suggestion that adequate safeguards would be retained if 
the Secretary were granted discretionary authority to approve stand- 
ards which had been set up by the individual States. As the chairman 
says, it is the desire of this administration to return responsibilities to 
the States in just as many spots as possible. 

Mr. Smiru. If that is the case, and if all of these standards in the 
various State highway departments have been advanced to that degree, 
would it not be much simpler merely to provide that all of these funds 
would be given to the States upon such certification in regard to pri- 
mary and urban roads? 

Secretary Murray. It has been felt that the Federal supervision of 
the secondary road program imposes a heavier administrative burden 
on the Federal Government than the administration of the other 
program. 

Mr. McGrecor. Is not this correct also, Mr. Secretary: There is an 
entirely different group traveling on the secondary system than 
traveling on the urban and primary systems, and those two systems 
require more rigid specifications ¢ 

Secretary Murray. That is what I said. 

Mr. Smiru. Naturally there are differences in the specifications, but 
if we are able to eliminate this provision because the State highway 
departments have reached this degree of proficiency in regard to the 
secondary system, certainly they have been working on primary roads 
much longer than on secondary roads, so why can you not eliminate 
it all? In faet, why can you not eliminate the Bureau of Public 
Roads and pass that money out by sav ing all this expense ? 

Mr. McGrecor. Would the gentleman from Mississippi agree to 
that program ? 

Mr. Smiru. No, I do not, but I want to ask him why we cannot. 
If I may be offered an opportunity to ask the witness a question I will 
appreciate It. 

Secretary Murray. Mr. Smith, as you know, this is a very highly 
controversial subject—the re sponsibiliti es of the various elements of 
Government, that is, State, Federal, and local: and the intermeshing 
of their responsibilities is a problem on which I think it is very dif_i- 
cult to find any two people who agree. We have the Manion Commis- 
sion which is working on this particular problem, and at some point 
when they come in with their recommendations the President said he 
will send that report forward. It has been decided these are the pro- 
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visions and this is the bill which the administration would like to 
support this year. 

Mr. Samir. Does this particular new provision in respect to sec- 
ondary roads indicate a possibility that the administration, in view of 
the fact that it is taking less interest in the State standards, and so 
forth—that the administration might consider this as one of the fields 
from which they would like to withdraw from Federal participation 4 

Secretary Murray. I do not think, Mr. Smith, we are taking any 
less interest in one set of roads than we are in some other set. It just 
did seem there was imposed on the Federal Government a very heavy 
administrative burden and a burden that was also time-consuming; 
and that if it were possible to make sure that the individual States had 
adequate standards and adequate engineering specifications that we 
would get at the job much faster and with a minimum of administra- 
tive overhead. 

It was with that in mind that the administration decided that they 
would like to suggest to the Congress on the matter of secondary roads 
that that matter be handled more expeditiously. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MoGrecor. Mr. Machrowicz. 

Mr. Macurowicz. In connection with the remarks previously made 
by you, Mr. Secretary, may I ask whether it is the feeling of the De- 
partment that the standards of the Department were previously too 
rigid ¢ 

Secretary Murray. There has been considerable comment to the 
effect that they have been too rigid. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I understand that. 

Secretary Murray. And this reflects, I would assume, perhaps the 
feeling that those standards should be reviewed and a proper set of 
standards and specifications set up by the States with which we would 
be able to concur. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Then do I understand you to say that the Depart- 
ment now feels that the standards previously established were too 
rigid ¢ 

Secretary Murray. No, sir. I did not say that. I said I felt that 
if this act were to be passed by the Congress, the Department shou! - 
review and would review the standards which have been set up, 
order to set up a set of standards which is the State method—— 

Mr. Macurowicz. Is it true then, Mr. Secretary, that these new 
provisions would make it at least possible—maybe not probable but 
possible—that the standards previously required would not be met 
in some States ¢ 

Secretary Murray. I would think that under this act—if it were 
felt that the standards that had been set up in the past were too high, 
and upon a proper review whatever standards were set up would be 
complied with by all of the States which would be eligible for the 
Federal aid. We obviously would review this situation at the time we 
set up the proper standards for secondary roads. They might be the 
same as they are now. They might be less severe. 

Mr. Macurowicz. It would seem to me, Mr. Secretary, before rec- 
ommending any charges which would make possible a reduction of 
standards, that some study should be made as to whether the standards 
now established are too rigid. 

Secretary Murray. That is right. 
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Mr. McGreeor. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Is it not true, Mr. Secretary, that under existing law the Bureau of 
Public Roads establishes the standards that 48 States have to adhere, 
regardless of geographical conditions or climatic conditions : whereas 
under this bill, as written, each State highway director, only for his 
secondary roads, would be able to write specifications. Is that not the 
correct: terpretation of the bill 4 Each State then would be given 
an opportunity to write specifications for secondary roads in that pat 
ticular states, so that hey can be adhered to. Specifications for the 
second ary system, could be used whi ‘h would meet the needs of at 
area. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I think I would challenge that statement, Mr. 
Chairman. I do not think the regulations are quite so rigid. They 
do permit variations in various situations in various States. 

Mr. McGreeor. I am sure my friend from Michigan knows if he 
would travel—and I know he has—in some of the other areas that he 
will find A lot of comments from users, engineers, and others in au 
thon its for secondary roads, that it is cheaper for those fellows to use 
their own money and build a road to suit their needs rather than to 
adhere to Federal specifications to participate in Federal funds. 

I will give you a concrete example. In Ohio, as an example, we can 
take off 6 or 7 feet of loam and get good gravel. But in order to com 
ply with Fk deen al spec ifications we have to wash the oravel and crush 
the stone to 90 percent, even in our secondary roads, which costs us 
$1.20 a ton. 

If this bill went into effect, the highway commissioner of Ohio, o1 
the highway director, could take advantage of local oravel and we 
could put it on the road for 40 cents and it would meet the needs of 
oul secondary roads. 

Mr. Streep. Since I was one of the me i rs of the committee who 
raised this point in the hear Ings last ver . 1] shoul | Say something here, 
he¢ ‘ause we have a situation 1 Oklal oma whe ‘re it has heen very diffi 
cult for some of our counties to qui alify or participate in this program, 
so I feel compe lled to defend the bill and the Secret: iry on this pro- 
vision because it does answel the problem that I brought up. I think 
it is all to the good and it will meet the problem that we have in Okla 
homa. It is probably not unlike that in some other States. 

As far as I am concerned, I am very hap pv to see this bill. and it 
will have the effect, I believe, of accelerating our secondary road pro 
eram In Oklahoma a great deal. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any questions? 

Chairman Donpero. Mr. McGregor, one question. 

Mr. McGreoor. The chairmat of the committee, Mr. Dondero. 

Chairman Donprro, Can you foresee that the relaxation of that par- 
ticular provision which is directed solely toward secondary roads will 
make it possib le for the States to build their secondary roads more 
economically than they could under the present restriction ? 

Secretary Murray. I personally think so. Mr. Chairman. While we 
do allow certain deviations in what are rather rigid standards at this 
particular time, T know back in my own State of Pennsylvania we 
have alwavs had the feeling that we could get more miles of road built 
according to our own specifications than by having to comply with 
the Federal] specifications. 
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Purely aside from the administrative overhead, with the State high 
way departments being at that high degree of efficiency and knowing 
their weather and their industrial requirements and the requirements 
which may be peculiar to that particular State, we feel we can give 
that responsibility back to the States and get more roads built for the 
amount of money involved; and that is what we all have an interest in. 

Chairman Donpero. Plus the saving of administrative expense on 
the part of the Federal Government. 

Secretary Murray. Surely. There would be quite a considerable 
saving in administrative expenses. But as Mr. MeGregor has pointed 
out here, Mr. Dondero, in his own State of Ohio they are able to elin 
nate some of the requirements which we in the past have set up and 
which have made the roadbuildit g program a more expensive one than 
was required. 

Mr. Ancetn. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Secretary, we stress particularly, nh view of 
standards set up in the States, that they might be made less hars! 
In certain instances they might be made harsher. Is that not true / 

Secretary Murray. | would think that would be possible. Yes. 
You again get back to the point that the Commissioner of Publ 
Roads 1s not roing to let public funds be spent unless-certain stand 
ards are met. which would be good standards and would be the re 
quired standards, and which protected the Federal funds involved in 
the program. However, we all feel, I think. that the States know 
their « wh problems better than the Federal Government can ever know 
them, and this complies with that point of view. 

Mr. Ancevcui. And it is true, is it not, that the States in setting up 
the standards might have a more rigid stan lard In Some TnsStance 
than the Federal standard ? 

Secretary Murray. That is correct. 

Mr. McGreoor. Are there any other questions 4 

Mr. Scupprr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mir. McGreeor. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Scupper. I believe that the approach we are making regarding 
secondary roads will put more actual money into road construction. 
and that by fiving to the States more authority over the expenditure 
of the mone \ returned the States is a step in the right direction, and 
will take the Federal Government out of a function the State will 
perform. 

Secretary Murray. This bill, as you know, makes it permissive, but 
still the Secretary has to approve the standards, so we feel we hav 
adequate safeguards. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any other questions ¢ 

Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Dempsey of New Mexico 

Mr. Demrsry. Mr. Secretary, in this bill that we have before us, for 
some reason you have deleted a portion of the bill that Mr. Me rego 
id originally in it. and also which the Case bill contains That is the 
he States with public lands unapp 
priated and unreserved, and with nontaxable Indian lan ds Inn 
State there is about V6 percent of the total acreage of the state. v hich 


about 21 million acres, that falls in that 


provision having to do with t 


‘ategory. Since about 
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1922 there was a formula which took care of that situation. I am not 
quite sure of the date and I do not have the exact date, but I do 
know it was many, many years ago. Down through the ages that has 
applied. 

Now, what do these Western States do which own about half of the 
acreage of the State, without additional aid from the Federal Govern- 
ment? In New Mexico we do not own the lands. 

Now, what part of Pennsylvania did you say you come from? 

Secretary Murray. Harrisburg. 

Mr. Dempsey. I come from the best part of Pennsylvania. I come 
from Luzerne County. That is the real part of Pennsylvania. But 
back in Pennsylvania they believe in the things I am talking about 
here. 

Secretary Murray. Mr. Bush could argue that point with you, I 
am sure. 

Mr. Demrsry. Why was that deleted here ‘ 

Secretary Murray. Congressman McGregor, you can probably 
answer that question better than I can. 

Mr. McGrecor. I apologize, Jack. 1 was looking through the bill 
on another subject. 1 did not quite grasp what you said. 

Mr. Dempsey. In your origianal bill which you were kind enough 
to give me a copy of, you have a certain section. Now, I have been 
working on these bills for a long time in Congress, and when the $200 
million was suggested in the first place, | was the one who suggested 
it. Then my generous chairman, Mr. Dondero, thought he would like 
to have $250 million, or at any rate, better than $200 million. So I 
naturally went along on that. But the formula is supposed to remain 
the same, Now you changed the formula. First you said the money 

hould go according to population and it should be allocated on that 
basis. Well, you have changed that somewhat and I am happy that 
you did that 

Mr. metas The gentleman from New Mexico was in on the 
agreement, was he not, and we compromised and made half of it based 
on popu st and half of it on formula 21. 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. and I am trying to give you the credit for it, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGreeor. I give you the credit, Jack. 

Mr. Dempsey. But at the same time the part I am talking about was 
in there and it never has been questioned. I want to know who took 
it out and why’ Who is going to pay for these public lands that are 
owned by the Federal Government’ We maintain them in the State 
of New Mexico, but do you expect us to build the roads too? 

Mr. McGrecor. I wonder if the gentleman would call attention to 
the part that was deleted. I would be very happy to point it out 
because the pub lic-land program, I think, h: ad no ¢ ‘hanges made. We 
have officials from that Department here and they can testify on it 
later. ‘ 

Mr. Dempsey. Here is a copy of the bill vou gave me, Mr. McGregor, 
and here is what it says: 

Sec. 2. That the Federal payment on account of any project provided for by 
the funds not made available under the foregoing provision shall not exceed 
65 percent of the construction cost thereof. 


This has always been in the bill for 30 years. 
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Mr. McGregor. Would the gentleman tell us where that section is 
in the bill we have before us, H. R. 7818 ¢ 

Mr. Demrsey. Yes. Ithinkso. I have the Case bill and it is in the 

‘ase bill. 

Mr. McGrecor. The Case bill is in the Senate. We do not have it 
over here. 

Mr. Dempsey. It is on page 4, beginning with line 9. This is the 
part I am going to read, and it was completely deleted. 

And that in the case of any State containing unappropriated and unreserved 
public lands and nontaxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 
5 percent of the total area of all lands therein, the Federal share shall be in 
creased by a percentage of the remaining costs equal to the percentage that the 
area of all such lands in such State is of its total. 

That was what was in your bill that you gave me. It has been de 
leted here, but it is in the Case bill and it has been in every highway 
bill for many years. 

Mr. McGrecor. Certainly it is not my intent to delete the public- 
lands clause. If it is deleted, of course, we will take that up in ex- 
ecutive session. I think. however, my good friend from New Mexico 
will find it in other sections of the bill, and when Mr. duPont and 
the public-lands officials, come before us, here to testify today, they 
will be able to clarify the gentleman’s thought on that. 

Mr. Dempsey. I have had extremely friendly relations with the 
Bureau of Public Roads, and especially with the Commissioner, for 
who I have the greatest respect and confidence. I wanted to know 
from the Secretary if he knew who deleted that, and if there was any 
purpose in doing it. 

Secretary Murray. No, sir. As far as I know, this is the bill. 

Mr. Dempsey. It was not your intention / 

Secretary Murray. This is the bill—7818—as it is written. It is 
he bill on which we are commenting. 

Mr. Demrsry. But that is the one which has this deleted from it. 

Secretary Murray. That I do not know, Mr. Dempsey. 

Mr. Demrsry. The Bureau of the Budget endorsed that now. 

Do you see any objection to restoring the language that has been 

n all these years / 

Secretary Murray. I would rather have the Commissioner com- 
ment on that, Mr. Dempsey. 

Mr. Demrsry. I want him too, but I thought he reported to you, 
probably. 

Secretary Murray. The bill I have, 7818, does not have your 
language in it. 

Mr. Dempsey. The language that I read is what has been estab- 
lished for many years before I came to Congress. 

Secretary Murray. I do not have that in this bill, Mr. Dempsey. 

Mr. McGrecor. If I may interrupt, I think you will find it on 
page 4, Congressman Dempsey. You will ya in the administration 
of the program that it will be taken care of, but I trust you will ask 
the Commissioner of Public Roads, who will be the one who will ad- 
minister that, if it is going to be taken care of. 

Our counsel called it to my attention a moment ago and I think 
that does take care of it 


And one-half in the manner now provided by law for apportionment of funds 
for the Federal-aid primary system. 








26 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Mr. Dempsey. If they are going to carry it out that way. But | 
would rather have it in the bill the Way it has always been. 

Mr. McGrecor. We can take that up in executive session. 

Mr. Dempsey. I do not wish to prolong the hearing. We have had 
hy hie aring’s, but there are certain men like the secretary that we 
would like to hear from. I wanted to know if it had been deliber- 
itely taken out, sir. I was sure if there was some reason for it you 
might know. I do not want to embarrass you. 

Secretary Murray. No. 

Mr. McGrecor. I do not think it has been taken out. It Says: 


And one-half in the mal now | ded by law for apportionment of funds 
he Feder: id prima syste 

The law now in existence takes care of it. 

Min DEMPSEY I am very much obliged to vou, Mr. Chairman, 
ruse I did not sleep for a few 1 rhts mvself over that 


Mr. MeGrecor. Are there any other questions ? 
Mr. Warrs. Yes, one question. 
Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Watts. 

Mr. Warrs. I heard the statement read a little while ago. What 

the reason for changing and deleting the words “Federal Bureau 

f Public Roads” and inserting “The Secretary of Commerce” in this 
egislation / 
Secretary Murray. Could I read this back to you ? 
Mr. Warts. Yes, sir. 
Secretary Murray (reading) : 


have been advised that questions have bee raised as to why the authori 

t v the b are vested in the Secretary of Commerce rather than 
the Cor issioner of Public Roads and whether this arangement is appropriate 
We | eve that the bill is correctly drawn and would recommend strongly that 
chanced in this respect The nguage follows one of the most im 
findings of the first ommission on Organization of the Executive 
har of the Government, 1 mel that executive accountability is defeated 
tory authorities are ste n the subordinates of the heads of the 
eX e departments In « mance with that finding, Reorganization Plan 
, 1950 transferred the statutory functions of the Department of Com 
i“ he Secretary Since the effective date of the Reorganization Plan the 
Secretary of Commerce has provided for the carrying out of the Federal-aid 
h grams and function hrough the Bureau of Public Roads and its 
ad, the Commissionet ot Pub ( Re id We ass me hat these eXisting 


leles ms of authority will be cont ied in their present form 


Mr. Warrs. Do you contemplate any change in the manner in which 
Bureau of Public Roads has been operated in the past ? 

Secretary Murray. No, sir. 

\ir. Warrs. By the insertion of that item ? 

Secretary Murray. No, sir. 

Mr. Warrs. Has the fact that the Bureau of Public Roads has been 

n the bill all these years caused any complications except in the vio- 

tion of the language you read about the reorganization plan ¢ 
Secretary Murray, The Bureau of Public Roads is in the Depart- 

ment of Commere 


Mr. Warts. I realize that 


S rv Murray. Ove ‘h the Secretary has the responsibility, 
ply acknowledges the responsibility. I know of no work- 

. ao 7 to hl ; ie 
| ys } } Pe ail ‘ } i awrabdie approach to Tf 1S 


problem 
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Mr. Warts. You do not think it would change the operation of 
Bureau of Public Roads? 

Secretary Murray. I think that the Secretary of Commerce should 
have the authority, that is, the final authority for the operations and 
responsibility for the bureaus within his Department. 

Mr. Warts. That is true. That is the point I wonder about as to 
whether you contemplated a change in the setup. 

Secretary Murray. No, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGreecor. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirn. While we are discussing this secondary road feature, 
there was one point I wanted to ask the Secretary about. After this 
discussion went a little further it was generally stated by some of the 
Congressmen and by you that this provision enables you to get more 
roads for our money, and also eliminates some administrative expense 
pertaining to the Federal Government. 

Is that not precisely the same argument that was made by the gov- 
ernors conference in proposing the elimination of the entire Federal- 
aid program ¢ 

Secretary Murray. I think that was one of their points. Yes. 

Mr. Smiru. In other words, if we would give in to them in this 
regard, we can give in to them next year a little bit more. Is that 
not. a logical development of that idea? 

Secretary Murray. | do not think it is necessarily that at all, Mr. 
Smith. The Commissioner can go into detail with you on it. 

I think everybody feels that the administrative overhead in the 
secondary road program, with the State highway departments them- 
selves being in good shape, represents an undue amount of work which 
can be better accomplished in another way. 

Mr. Smirn. I would like to call your attention, Mr. Secretary—and 
I hope you and the Bureau of Public Roads, and everybody else who is 
interested in roads will consider this very strongly—to the point that 
this acceptance of one part of that argument leads to one step of with- 
drawal from this field on the part of the Federal Government, which 
means there will be a greater withdrawal and a further pressure to 
proceed with this withdrawal. 

If we set up a program here whereby a large amount of Federal 
money, several hundred million dollars, is handed over to the States 
merely upon a certification from the States that they have complied 
with their own standards in respect to its use, aren’t we allowing our- 
selves to be properly criticized in the way we handle the parceling out 
of Federal money? And are we not probably laying ourselves open 
to the possibility that the people who are opposed to the present gaso- 
line tax and the present Federal program are going to say, “Let us give 
it away entirely. Let us let the States take care of it entirely by 
themselves.” 

Secretary Murray. I do not think we are giving anything away. 
I think as long as the Secretary of Commerce has the permissive power 
either to approve or disapprove of the standards, that the Federal 
Government is very much in the picture. 

If yor. were to eliminate that, then that would be something else 
again. But this act does not do that. 


45304—54——_3 








28 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Mr. Smiru. Under this bill I do not even find any evidence that the 
Department of Commerce would ever see the State claims. 

Mr. McGrecor. As the sponsor of this legislation, I call attention to 
the fact that they clo, if you W il] read the bill carefully. 

Mr. Suirn. I would appre ciate the language being pointed out to 
me because it is a matter of oreat concern to me about the whole 
bill. 

Mr: McGrecor. It cannot be done without the cooperation of the 
Commissioner of the Bureau of Pu ble Roads and the Secret: wy of 
Commerce himself going over these plans and specifications, and then 
approving them. But under the existing law he has to make one plan 
and specific ‘ation for 48 States. 

Mr. Smitn. Mr. Chairman, consistency is a jewel I do not seek above 
others. If I think I am right one time I am willing to change my 
mind if I find out I have been wrong before. 

I am still talking to you about this language. Let me read it to 
you: 

The Secretary of Commerce shall be deemed to have discharged * * * 

Mr. McGre@or. Wait a minute. 

Secretary Murray. That is what we are talking about. 

Mr. McGrecor. Can I read it as it appears in the bill? 

Mr. W ATTs. It has heen change | 

Mr. McGrecoor. That is rig! 


The Secretary of Commerce may} large—may discharge his responsibility 





relative to the plans, design, ins 
and so forth. 

Mr. Smiru. What bill is that? 

Mr. McGrecor. That is on page 3. The gentleman was here, I 
think, when the Secretary read his statement. 

Secretary Murray. Would you like me to repeat that ? 

Mr. Smiru. I still have a copy of H. R. 7818 in front of me. 

Secretary Murray. We have made comment on that. 

Mr. Smirn. The Bureau of the Budget does not have authority to 
introduce legislation. 

Mr. MoGrecor. The Bureau of the Budget did not introduce this 
legislation. 

Mr. Smiru. Our counsel, Mr. Tierney, tells me that the Bureau of 
the Budget proposed some amendments. 

Mr. McGrecor. They recommended amendments, and when we go 
into executive session then it will certainly be the prerogative and the 
privilege of the gentleman from Mississippi to put in an amendment, 
and if he has enough votes his amendment will be carried. Are there 
any other questions from the Secretary ? 

Mr. Sreep. Mr. Chairman, what I am taking the floor for is to of- 
fer maybe a little light on this. As I understand it, the Secretary’s 

osition in his testimony here is based on their recommendation that 
they will go along with this section if that amendment is made. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is correct. 

Secretary Murray. And you have asked us for a comment on the 
bill. This is our comment with these suggested amendments, which 
we feel adequately protect the Federal Government in replying upon 
the State governments for more activity than in the past. 
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Mr. Streep. Am I right in assuming your position here today is 
based on the assumption that these ame ndments you suggest wi ill be 
put in the bill before your approval of this particular section would 
be applicable ¢ 

Secretary Murray. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. If there are no other questions, thank you, Mr. 
pecretary. 

Secretary Murray. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Our next witness needs no introduction. He 
been meeting with this committee for weeks and has won many frig nds 
on the Hill because of his fairness and ability. We are very glad to 
hear Commissioner duPont, the Commissioner of Public Roads. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I hate to go into this, but since we are 
going to discuss something that we do not have before us, could we 
get copies of this Bureau of the Budget proposal so that L could ask 
my questions ¢ 

Ir. McGreeor. Are there any other members confused about what 
we are discussing ¢ 

Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Chairman, I am not confused, but I think 
Mr. Smith is perfectly correct. They were read very hurriedly and 
unless we were ste} logrT% iphe rs we were not able to make those notes. 
I] think it would be perfectly right if in a few moments we could get 
copies of the proposed veieaieaae 5. 

Mr. McGreoor. The gentleman knows we cannot get copies in a 
few minutes. I want to be perfectly fair. Off the record. 

(Diseussion off the record.) 

Chairman Donpero. Let us proceed with the work before the com 
mittee 

Mr. Macurowicz. I do not think it will take more than 15 minutes 
to get the new wording in here. 

Mr. McGregor. Can | read it to you and mark the wording that 
the gentleman from Miss ante is objecting to? 

Turn to page 3 of the bill, if you will, please. This is H. R. 7818. 
On line 5, after the word “Commerce” strike out “shall be deemed to 
have discharged” and insert in lieu thereof “may discharge,” so that 
it would read, “The Secretary of Commerce may discharge his respon- 
sibility.” And then it is all the same down to line 10, on page 3, where 
after the word “the,” strike out “approved” and insert in lieu thereof 
“standards” so that it would read, “with the standards and procedures 
of the respective States.” 

Mr. Macurowicz. That word “standards” is already in there. 

Mr. McGrecor. It will read, “Are in aceord with the standards and 
proc ‘edures of the respective States applic able to projects in this cate 
gory.” And then insert the words “approved by him.’ 

Mr. Srrep. May I make this suggestion? As soon as it is convenient 
for them to do so the committee’s staff should make copies of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget’s letter, so that each of us can have it. 

Mr. MeGrecor. I think it is perfectly all right and the Chair makes 
this statement. We did not have this report until about 5 minutes to 
10 this morning. That was the reason why the Chair requested that 
eh clerk read it, thinking that the members would be able to mark up 
their bill. We will certs ainly get copies for each member. 

Mr. Macnurowicz. I thought it might be best to have this before us 
while we had the discussion. 
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Mr. McGrecor. I would like to to have had it here, but it was im- 
possible. I thought as we had done it many times before, that we 
could do it now—I will get copies of the statement and suggested 
amendment at the earliest possible moment. 

If there is no objection, I would like to have Commissioner du Pont 
take the stand. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANCIS V. DU PONT, COMMISSIONER, 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Commissioner pu Pont. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, in view of 
the length of the bill, and in order that this statement may not be 
unduly long, no general analysis of its provisions will be attempted. 
There is, however, attached a summary of the provisions of the bill 
as compared to the provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1952. 

Section 1 of the bill would authorize $600 million for each of the 
fiscal years 1956 and 1957 for Federal-aid primary, secondary, and 
urban projects. Section 2 of the bill would authorize an additional 
amount of $200 million for each of the fiscal years 1956 and 1957 for 
projects on the national system of interstate highways. The level of 
authorizations as proposed in the bill will make possible orderly con- 
tinuation of needed improvements on the systems of Federal-aid high- 
ways, including the national system of interstate highways. The sub- 
stantially increased authorizations proposed for the national system 
of interstate highways are considered essential in order to overcome 
the steadily growing deficiencies and to accelerate the urgently needed 
improvements on that system which consists of a limited mileage of 
highways of greatest importance to the national defense. 

Based on careful consideration of the bill, certain amendments 
thereto are considered desirable. These amendments and the reasons 
therefor are given below. 

This prepared statement was predicated on the amendments to the 
bill by the Bureau of the Budget. In view of the suggested change I 
would like to refrain from making my statement because it would not 
be applicable and merely state under the amendments the Secretary 
of Commerce would of necessity have to draft the rules and regula- 
tions for the adoption of the certification provisions. 

The second proviso on page 3, would authorize up to 25 percent of 
a State’s apportionment of primary, secondary, or urban funds to be 
transferred from one apportionment to another, if certified by the 
State and approved by the Secretary of Commerce as being in the 
public interest. This is a new provision designed to provide increased 
flexibility, within reasonable limitations, in the use of these three 
categories of apportioned funds. The adoption of this new language 
would seem desirable. It is recommended, however, that such trans- 
fers also be permitted with respect to funds heretofore or hereafter 
authorized. This can be accomplished by adding after “25 per 
centum” in line 22, page 3, a new proviso as follows: 

Provided further, That the transfers hereinabove permitted for funds author- 
ized to be appropriated for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, and June 30, 


1957, shall likewise be permitted on the same basis for funds heretofore or 
hereafter authorized to be appropriated for any prior or subsequent fiscal year. 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 31 


Mr. McGreeor. If the Commissioner would yield, that would give 
authority for the unexpended balances of certain funds to be 
transferred. 

Commissioner pu Pont. You could make it effective immediately 
instead of deferring it to the year 1956, and it would seem if it is 
desirable to do it them, why not do it now. 

Chairman Donprro, Just one word. 

Commissioner du Pont, from the language you have thus far read, 
the only change in this bill compared with the law now existing is that 
instead of you as the Federal Commissioner drawing wp the plans and 
specifications of standards for the States, and with the consent of the 
States, it would be done by the Secretary of Commerce. Is that about 
the sum of it? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Other than the first provision that I did not 
make any comment on. 

Chairman Donvero. And of course, the new provision has 25 per 
cent, and I am not commenting on that. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is right. 

Section 2 (a), page 4, provides that funds authorized for the na- 
tional system of interstate highways may be used for the construction, 
~ onstruction, and 1 improvement of such system, inclusive of necessary 

bridges ad tunnels. The term “highway” as presently defined in the 
law includes bridges, but no reference is made therein to tunnels, and 
it would seem advisable to have the definition of the term “highway” 
amended to include tunnels. In such event reference to bridges and 
tunnels in section 2 (a) would be unnecessary. 

Mr. McGrecor. If I may inquire further, the words “bridges and 
tunnels” are included in the 1952 act, whereby we amended the other 
acts prior to that time; are they not, Commissioner ? 

Commissioner pu Ponr. I do not believe so. We do build tunnels, 
but it does not specifically refer to them, except on the interstate 
system and access road. And now that latter is a dead issue. 

Chairman Donprro. I may be ahead of your reading, Mr. du Pont, 
but may I ask at this juncture whether or not there is anything in this 
proposed legislation reflecting on the subject of who would pay for 
the removal of public facilities, like telephone, telegr: aph, oil pipes, 
gas pipes, sewers, and water mains? Is there anything in this bill 
that authorizes you or your Department to take that into considera- 
tion as to who should pay the cost ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I believe it has been recommended that 
there be a study made of that subject, but so far as I know that is not 
in the bill, is it, Mr. McGregor ? 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Section 10 on page 10. 

Commissioner pu Ponr. Yes. Section 10. 

Mr. McGregor. Yes. It authorizes a study, and then a report back 
to the President, for transmittal to the Congress, not later than April 
1, 1955. 

Mr. Scupprer. Mr. Chairman, on the same line of questioning, has 
there not been an investigation made and a report submitted as to the 
findings on the costs of such work ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Not by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Mr. Scupper. I am advised that there has been some sort of report 
made, 
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Commissioner pu Pont. We have a lot of statistics. As far as I 
know an evaluation of the responsibilities of the parties involved has 
not been done. 

Mr. Gerorcr. Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee in studying this 
problem realizes that we are in conflict with numerous State laws, and 
it requires a study to find out whether anything can be done in rela- 
tionship to State laws on this problem. 

Chairman Donprero. I know I was ahead of you in your reading 
there, Mr. du Pont, but I thought I would bring it up to see whether 
there was anything in the minds of the members on that subject. 

Mr. Suirn. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. The gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. Smirn. Are we going to discuss this particular point? 

Mr. McGrecor. I believe if there is no objection we will allow the 
Commissioner to go on and give his statement and then ask questions, 
if that is satisfactory to the committee. 

Proceed, Commissioner du Pont. 

Commissioner pu Pont. I will start at the beginning of the section. 

Section 2 (a), page 4, provides that funds authorized for the 
national system of interstate highways may be used for the construc- 
tion, reconstruction, and improvement of such system, inclusive of 
necessary bridges and tunnels. The term “highway” as presently 
defined in the law includes bridges, but no reference is made therein 
to tunnels, and it would seem advisable to have the definition of the 
term “highway” amended to include tunnels. In such event reference 
to bridges and tunnels in section 2 (a) would be unnecessary. 

It is recommended, therefore, that the words “inclusive of neces- 
sary bridges and tunnels” in lines 2 and 3, on page 4, be stricken from 
th bill, and that a sentence be added to section 11 of the bill, as fol- 
lows: 

The term “highway.” as defined in section 2 of the Federal Highway Act of 
November 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 212), as amended and supplemented, shall be deemed 
to include tunnels. 

The proviso in section 2 (b), on page 5, provides that the interstate 
funds shall be deemed to be expended “in such amounts, and at such 
times as the Secretary of Commerce shall determine that the recipient 
State has actually incurred contractual obligations thereunder for the 
performance of specific projects.” Such language is somewhat at var- 
lance with provisions of existing law relating to the expenditure of 
Federal-aid funds and may be difficult to administer. It is recom- ’ 
mended, therefore, that said proy iso be stricken from the bill and new 
language inserted in lieu thereof, as follows: 

Provided, That such funds shall be deemed to be expended upon execution of 
formal agreements with the Secretary of Commerce for the improvement of spe- 
cific projects under this section. 

Under section 2 (c), apportioned interstate funds unexpended at the 
end of the period during which they would be available would be reap- 
portioned to all the States. This provision would be at variance with 
the existing provisions of Federal-aid law relating to other appor- 
tioned funds which lapse if not expended during the period for which 
they are available. Accordingly, it is recommended that section 2 (c) 
be amended by striking therefrom in lines 19 to 22, page 5, the words, 
“be reapportioned within 60 days thereafter to all the States on the 
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same basis as if it were be ing ap portioned under this section for the 
first time,” and inserting in lieu thereof the word “lapse.” 

In other words, that will make it just as it is at present. 

Under the first proviso in section 3, forest highway funds author ized 
but unobligated on June 30, 1955, would be canceled as of that date. 
As a provision with such date of cancellation would be difficult to ad- 
minister and would have an inequitable effect upon the various States, 
it is recommended that the proviso be amended by striking from lines 
{through 6, page 6, t he words: 

Provided, That any sums heretofore authorized unobligated on June 30, 1955, 
shall be canceled as of June 30, 1955 

and inserting in lieu thereof— 

Provided, That the authorization in section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1952 for forest highways for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1055, is hereby can- 
celed., 

Section 6 of the bill would provide additional authorizations for the 
purpose of carrying out section 1 of the act approved December 26, 
1941, relating to the Inter-American Highway. ‘To make it clear that 
section 2 of that act, which section provides that the survey and con- 
struction work shall be administered by the Bureau of Public Roads, 
remains in effect, it is recommended that the words “of section 1,” 
lines 13 and 14, page 8, be stricken from the bill. 

Section 1 would authorize the use of urban funds for projects on ap- 
proved extensions of the Federal-aid secondary system within urban 
areas. In order that it will be made clear that the Secretar y of Com- 
merce may approve as part of the Federal-aid secondary system, ex- 
tensions of such system through urban areas, it is recommended that 
new language be inserted after section 11 of the bill, as follows: 

The Secretary of Commerce may approve as a part of the Federal-aid secondary 
system, extensions through urban areas, connecting points on that system, pro- 
vided that Federal participation in projects on such extensions shall be limited 
to urban funds 


Since its original enactment in 1916, the Federal-aid highway legis- 
lation has been frequently amended and supple mented throughout the 
vears, and | t is believed advisable that the whole body of Federal-aid 


highway siiedibabinies be redrafted into a one-package law, to include 
such changes or new provisions as would provide a modernized Fed- 
eral highway law. Asa step toward such objective, it is recommended 
that section 1¥ of the bill be renumbered as section 13, and that a new 
sect 12 be added he bill “ad as follows: 
ection 12 be added to the bill, to read as follows: 

Src. 12. The Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed to transmit to 
the Congress not later than December 81, 1954, a suggested bill or bills for a 
lederal Highway Act, which will include such provisions of existing law, and 
such changed or new provisions as the Secretary deems advisable. The Secre- 
tary shall also submit a report commenting ou the bill or bills, which shall in- 
clude specific reference to each change in, or omission of, any provision of exist- 
ing law. 

The Bureau of Public Roads favors the enactment of H. R. 7818 
subject to the amendments recommended above 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Scupprr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Scudder. 
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Mr. Scupper. In listening to Mr. du Pont, I could not follow the 
amendments that were suggested. I understand that this is an admin- 
istration bill. I think we had better get the amendments before us so 
that we can consider just what the effect will be on the bill. 

Mr. McGrecor. Of course, I am sure my distinguished friend knows 
when the time comes for us to go into executive session we will have 
the suggested amendments before us and be able to go into them, and 
everyone will have an opportunity to go over them in detail. 

Mr. Scuppver. But I thought while we were considering the bill 
we should be able to ask questions and find out what the effect of these 
amendments would be. I really believe for the full information of the 
committee— and I want to be as cooperative as possible—I would like 
to know as we go along just what the effect of these amendments will 
be: I would like to have a bill which includes these suggested amend- 
ments, so we would be able to compare it with the bill you introduced. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Chairman, I tried to follow some of these 
amendments and insert them, but I am not fast enough, I will con- 
cede. Some of them require some questioning. How are we going 
to be able to question the witness on these proposed amendments with- 
out them being before us? 

Mr. McGrecor. We can certainly call him back. It is within the 
jurisdiction of this committee to call the witness back at any time, 
and the written amendments can be presented to us for consideration. 

We have some general policies in this bill which I thought the 
committee would inquire about, as the chairman of the full committee 
inquired about the utilties. That is the general subject. These tech- 
nical questions we certainly all want to go into very carefully. 

Chairman Donpero. We would get along faster if we took one 
nm at atime. There are not very many. There are 4 or 5. 
Then we could discuss them and see what their effect would be upon 
the legislation. That will give the whole committee, I think. a better 
understanding of what we are trying todo. I suggest that procedure 
to you. 

Mr. Warrs. Do you think it might be much better to discuss those 
amendments if we had them written out so that we could see what 
the amendments would be? 

Chairman Donpero. In executive session. 

Mr. Warts. I do not care whether it is executive or not. but we 
should have the amendments before us in written form so you would 
know what you were talking about rather than having to remember 
what the man said. 

May I ask a question about the general provisions of the bill? 

Mr. McGrecor. Certainly. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. du Pont, I notice in section 2, subsection (b), the 
following provision. This is relative to the interstate part. 

Mr. McGrecor. What page is that on? 

Mr. Warts. Page 5, section (b). 

Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of this section shall be 
available for expenditure in that States for six months after the close of fiseal 
year for which sums are authorized. 

As I remember the old law on the other funds it provides for 2 years 
after the per iod of time, does it not, Commissioner ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. What is the purpose back of the accelerated change ? 


Sheena s spare 
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Commissioner pu Pont. I think it is merely as an inducement to 
spend this money more rapidly on the interstate system. 

Mr. Wartrs. Might I inquire! Are you in a position to know what 
effect that is going to have on a number of States? What I mean is 
this: What is the condition of the States today on their matching 
of Federal Pane, 

Commissioner pu Pont. There are no States that have not matched 
their funds. 

Mr. Warts. Do you know whether the States can all match this 
accelerated fund you are providing for in this bill? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Not without possibly some additional 
change in their apportionme nt of the State funds. 

Mr. Warrs. The apportionment of fund to those States? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Within the States. In other words, at the 
present time they are spending all of their money in one way or 
another. Some States spend substantially more than their matching 
funds, and some just make it. 

Mr. Grorcr. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Warts. I yield for a question and then I want it back. 

Mr. Georce. Would not the results of this have a tendency to force 
those States that are limited as to their matching funds due to the 
fact that the percentage of Government matching money is greater on 
this interstate system—would it not force them more or less to build this 
interregional system ahead of their other State roads? 

Commissioner pu Pon. That is the theory. 

Mr. Grorce. When they are short of money. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That was the theory of it. How effective 
it will be I am frank to admit I do not know. 

Mr. Grorce. Of course, they would be under pressure to match 
65-35. It is easier to do that than 50-50. 

Commissioner pu Ponr. If that were in there it would be a very 
definite lever, but in the absence of any difference it would not, as far 
as I can see. 

Mr. McoGreecor. Has the gentleman finished his questioning ? 

Mr. Warrs. No, sir; I just started and yielded for a question. 

Has your Bureau made a study as to what the ability is of the 
States to match in the event this fund is raised, we will say from $575 
million, as it was last year, to $850 million, Commissioner ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. No, sir. 

Mr. Warts. You do not know what effect it will have on some 
States? 

Commissioner pu Pont. No, sit 

Mr. Warts. Do you know whether any of the States are now having 
trouble in matching? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I merely know from the rate at which they 
take up their Federal money. Some of them cannot very rapidly, 
and some can. 

Mr. Warts. Are some of them now dragging out their full 2 years? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. You think the 6-month provision might work a hard- 
ship on some of the States? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Frankly, I think the 6-month provision is 
purely academic. 
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Mr. Warts. You think it could be changed to another way along 
with the other ? 

Commissioner pu Ponvr. e simply goes into the other fund if they 
do not take advantage of i 

Mr. McGrecor. Then it Daas | be reap _ reg magaenel 

Commissioner pu Ponr. Then it would be reapportioned. 

Mr. Warts. It would go back to the Federal Government, would 
it not? 

Commissioner pu Ponv. It is reapportioned and then distributed 
under a different formula. 

Mr. Warrs. Let me ask you this question : Let us Say State A i 
unable to take advantage of the fund on account of the 6-month Bio. 
vision and its fund lapses. Then does that fund go back into the 
jackpot ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes: it is redistributed in accordance with 
the old provision. 

Mr. Warts. Then what is the old provision for redistribution ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. What is what? 

Mr. Warts. What is the old formula for redistribution ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. One-third, one-third, one-third, other than 
onthe urban system. 

Mr. Warts. That money would then go back and have that fund 
divided among all of the States? 

Commissioner pu Pont. What this means is, it is reapportioned, 
and such funds as formerly would have been apportioned on the popu- 
lation basis the same as the urban fund would go back in the pot and 
be redistributed on the short-term formula. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Will the gentleman yield for a question ? 

Mr. Warts. I yield for a question on that. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Did you not in your proposed amendments 
recommend that these funds if they are not used shall lapse ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is true of all the rest of the funds 
and I didn’t see why this particular fund should remain available 
indefinitely. 

Mr. Macurowicz. What you would do then would be actually to 
provide for the easier ee ing of these funds rather than their use, 
and would eiees ise the amount provided for in the bill. 

Commissioner pu Ponr. ‘No. sir. I treat this $200 million of the 
interstate fund in exactly the same manner as all other funds are 
treated. 

Mr. Macurowicz. They should lapse? 

Commissioner pu Pont. At the end of 2 years. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wartrs. May I ask another question ? 

What particular point was the fund referring to? 

Commissioner pu Pont. The interstate of $200 million. 

Mr. Warrs. And at the end of the 6-months period it would lapse? 

Commissioner pu Ponr. No, sir. It would lapse as such, and then 
go into the other pot, as I understand it, and then be redistributed 
in accordance with the one-third, one-third, one-third formula. 

Mr. Warts. It would be lost to the particular State that did not use 
it in the 6-months period ? 

Commissioner pu Ponr. I didn’t understand it so. It goes back 
and is redistributed. 

Mr. Warrs. In that State? 
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Commissioner pu Pont. In all of the States under a different for- 
mula, as I understand it. 

Mr. McGrecor. Can I raise this question? This is applicable only 
to the interstate fund to the extent of $200 million? 

Commissioner pu Pon'r. As I understand it. 

Mr. McGrecor. And if they do not take advantage of it for what 
is really a 2-year period, because you have 18 months and then 6 
months, then that State loses that amount of money that might be ap- 
plied to the interstate system and it comes back into the general kitty, 
as it has been expressed, and then it is allocated to the various States 
under all of the formulas on the primary, urban, secondary and inter 
state. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Under the amendment proposed that would be 
eliminated and the money would not be reapportioned to the other 
States and it would lapse. Am I correct, Mr. du Pont? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I grant you, it is confusing. In other 
words, it lapses, as I understand it, for that particular purpose, but 
then it goes into the pot and is available indefinitely. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Then do you suggest an elimination of lines 19, 


20, 21, and 22 on page: 5? 

Commissioner Pont. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macurowicz. You are suggesting the elimination of that word- 
ing ¢ 


Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Mr. Macurowicz. That is why I wanted to have these amendments 
before me. I wonder whether the other members understand what 
the import of that language is. 

Commissioner pu Pont. The import is that within 6 months it all 
ceases. As I understand this, it simply has this special fund and for 
6 months you can take the money out of that fund and extend it on 
this new formula. It is not new, but it is the same as the urban 
population. If you do not do that it goes back into the general fund 
and it is reapportioned. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Would you mind repeating to me the wording 
you are proposing in lieu of lines 19, 20, 21, and 22, on page 5? 

Commissioner pu Pon'r. The suggestion I offered is, provided such 
funds shall be deemed to be expended. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Lines 19, 20, 21, and 22 on page 5? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Chairman Donpero. Then with the explanation thus far made Mr. 
Watts is correct. I get the same impression that the State would lose 
the fund. 

Mr. Warts. That is right. 

Mr. McGrecor. It would go into the general fund. 

Mr. Warts. It would go to the 48 States. I think the States ought 
to have the 2 years on this fund the same as on the others, especially 
where they have trouble mate hing as it is. 

Mr. Scupver. I believe there is the desire to step up construction of 
the interstate highway system and force the States to make available 
the matching funds, if the money is available, and force its expendi- 
ture or provide that it revert to the T reasury. 

Mr. Warts. But also you are interested in knowing that the inter- 
state system is developing in all States and that it does not end up 








38 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


with a provision in the bill that would m: ake it impossible for some 
States to meet it, so that they can take advantage of the fund that 
is set up for them. 

Mr. McGrecor. Is it my colleagues’ interpretation under the 
amendment as they underst: and that if the »y do not take advantage of 
this interstate fund within the 6-month period which becomes 2 
vears, then that money goes back into the Treasury of the United 
States ? 

Mr. Warrs. That is right. 

Mr. McGrecor. And then will be allocated to all of the 48 States? 

Mr. Warts. That is right. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is my interpretation. 

Mr. Warrs. That is the point I was trying to get at and you kept 
telling me something else, or at least I couldn’t understand you, 

Commissioner pu Pont The State would lose money, except what it 
would gain on the new allocation. 

Mr. Warts. I do not know whether you would call it losing money 
wr not, but if a State was not able to take advantage of this mone y in 6 
months and it went back to the Treasury of the United States then 
I would call it losing money. It is not losing money for the Gov- 
ernment, but it is losing money for that particular State. 

May I have another question? I do not want unduly to delay 
this thing. 

Mr. McGrecor. It is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Warrs. Would there be a serious objection to changing to the 
regular 2 years that applies to other funds ¢ 

Commissioner pu Pont. I see none whatever. 

Mr. Warts. I notice you made a comment about the switching of 
money from one system to another. Is there any objection to includ- 
ing the fund allocated by this bill to the interstate system under the 
same switching provisions? In other words, to make the whole pro- 
gram more flexible ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I think it would be quite all right to switch 
up to that interstate, but not downward from the interstate. 

Mr. Warts. I am thinking of a certain situation. You know we 
have just a limited number of interstate roads. I forget how many 
miles it is—37,000 ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I believe 38,000. 

Mr. Warts. It might be possible you would find a few States in 
the Union—and I do not know that this would be Rach -that might 
have their interstate system improved up to the point they want it im- 
proved. I doubt that that is true, but I can visualize it could happen. 
And they need to switch some funds from the interstate to other funds. 
Could that arise? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I do not believe it is possible. The inter- 
state system is the most deficient and most important strategically, 
and for those reasons I think it would be desirable to shift up, but not. 
let us say, to dilute that fund by shifting down. 

Mr. Warts. You do not think the State would want to do that un- 
less it was necessary and advisable in the light of conditions in that 
State, do you? 

Commissioner pt Pont. It is not only possible that the State would 
not, but also this would be subject to the approval of the Secretary of 
Commerce. 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 39 


Mr. Wartrs. Then what would be the serious objec ‘tion to the State 
Highw: ay Department evaluating its road situation in each State and 
provided money was not needed on the interstate system it could be 
switched into some other system, with the approval of the Bureau of 
Public Roads? 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is exactly what we are doing other 
than that we hold the interstate system is of major importance. 

Mr. Warrs. Would it work if you included in the switching the 
interstate system / 

Commissioner pu Pont. I would not say it would not work. 

Mr. Smiru. May I ask a question on that point ‘ 

Mr. Warts. Yes. 

Mr. Smrrn. Under the old circumstances, as has been pointed out by 
the Secretary, do you not think the States know the situation in their 
own field very well and better than youdo? They might as such find 
good use for the 25 percent. 

Commissioner pu Pont. I am sure they know their States better 
than Ido. I have a report here from all of them and they state that 
the interstate system is very deficient. 

Mr. Warts. One more question on that. Then it would work that 
way if the committee saw fit to do it? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I would not say it would not work. 

Mr. McGregor. May I make this inquiry, if the gentleman will 
yield ? 

Mr. Warrs. Yes. I will yield. 

Mr. McGreeor. There has been a tremendous drive in some places 
in opposition to the interstate system. Some people do not want it, 
whereas our military authorities tell us they want it very rapidly, and 
for a number of reasons. If we would give them the authority to 
transfer 25 percent from the interstate system down to the urban, 
primary or secondary, then some of the States will say, “We are 
going to take that money and put it on the primary, secondary or 
urban.” ‘Then the very intent of this particular legislation would be 
bypassed. In other words, we would not get the interstate system 
started and put into effect, because in some States they had taken their 
interstate money and put it on some other system. Is that possible? 

Mr. Warts. That could happen, and it could also happen in many 
States that the interstate fund will be increased, and you would get 
more money on the interstate system in that particular State. 

Another thing is that there has been some talk around here about 
increasing the Federal Government’s share on the interstate system. 
Certainly if the committee should put legislation of that type in the 
bill you would find instead of a shifting downward, you would find a 
shifting upward, and Mr. du Pont says that he would be delighted 
with a shift upward. 

Mr. McGrecor. Under the existing law they can shift upward. Is 
that not correct, Mr. Commissioner ? 

Mr. Warts. No. I donot think it is included in the bill. 

Mr. McGrecor. In this bill we can shift upwards. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Mr. McGrecor. But we cannot transfer the interstate funds to the 
primary. 

Mr. Warts. I am not familiar with all of the provisions in this bill, 
but is there a provision in this bill that would allow you to increase 
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the interstate fund at the expense of the others, or to have a shift in 
the interstate funds? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Not from one State to another. 

Mr. Warts. I mean within one State. 

Commissioner pt Pont. No. Other than that you might get the 
interstate system being a part of the primary system and urban system, 
and there you might do some shifting. 

Mr. Warts. You have to do it in a round-about way. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. There is no clearcut language in the bill that permits 
you to make a shift from the primary to interstate, or from urban to 
interstate ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. This gives you a 25 percent leeway. 

Mr. Warts. Between the urban and primary ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. There is no provision for permitting an upward shift 
in the interstate funds except in the relationship it bears to primary 
and urban ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is correct. 

Mr. Warts. There is one other question I want to ask and then I 
am through, Mr. Chairman. 

In the report that was filed there was an objection to a difference in 
the matching formula on the interstate fund. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is correct. 

Mr. Watts. What was the thinking back of that ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. The expensive construction work and the 
biggest emergency on the primary and interstate system, which you 
realize are the same thing, can better be taken care of by using the 
population formula really, because the deficiency is greatest where the 
most people live. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Commissioner, I was not talking about the formula 
of distribution as between population and the old formula. The point 
I was trying to bring out is in the statement that was read, Should all 
the funds, including the interstate funds, be continued for mate hing 
on a 50-50 basis between the Federal Government and the States? 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is the provision in the bill. 

Mr. Warts. I was wondering about that. The interstate system is 
the main arterial highways that carry the interstate traffic. Am I 
right in that? 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. And the ones that are the defense highways of our 
country mainly. 

What is the thinking on the part of the Bureau of Public Roads or 
the Department of Commerce in regard to permitting the Federal 
Government to bear a little larger share of the cost of construction and 
reconstruction of those arterial highways? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I believe that a letter from the Bureau of 
the Budget this morning stressed the point of the 50-50 matching. 

Mr. Warts. I know it did, and that is why I am asking you the ques- 
tion. You cannot disagree with the nome of the Bureau of the 
Budget, but what is the thinking back of it that led you to want to 
hold it to the same 50-50 formula ? 

Commissioner pv Pont. That is not my prerogative. It is a policy 
matter. 
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Mr. McGrecor. I think, if I may interrupt, it is explained in the 
letter of the Office of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Warts. I will not go any further. 

Mr. Demrsry. Commissioner, the interstate system originally com- 
prised 40,000 miles. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is correct. 

Mr. Dempsey. One percent of the total road mileage of the United 
States ¢ 

Commissioner pu Ponr. Approximately. 

Mr. Dempsey. And 20 percent of the traffic is carried on that 1 per- 
cent. Is that not right? 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is substantially correct. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. The number of accidents or killings are also largely 
on the interstate roads. Is that right? 

Commissioner pu Pont. It would appear that is true. 

Mr. Dempsey. ‘That is one reason why the interstate system was set 
up, so as to improve the roads where the most traffic was. Is that 
right? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I think that, and also from the strategic 
defense point of view as well. 

Mr. Dempsey. General Young, who is in charge of the Transporta- 
tion Corps of the Department of Defense, testified that the highways 
in another war might be much more important than the railroads be- 
cause probably the war would not be fought the way it has been 
fought in the past two wars. 

Commissioner pu Pont. They are essential, shall we say. 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. ‘They are essential and it is essential to 
them completed at the earliest possible time. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That would seem to be a fact. 

Mr. Dempsey. Commissioner, I want to ask you one question which 
has been cleared up, but I want to know what your interpretation is. 

In these public-land States I thought the passage referring to that 
had been deleted, but the chairman called my attention to page 4, 
line 18, which says— 
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that the Federal share payable on account of any project provided for by funds 
made available under the provisions of this section shall be determined in the 
same manner as now provided by law for projects on the Federal-aid primary 
system. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. Does that take care of the Federal Government’s 
spending ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. It means in your State you will still use 
that 30-70, or whatever it is. 

Mr. Dempsey. Thank you very much. 

Commissioner pu Pont. The reason why I think you are confused 
is when the 40-60 matching basis, or 35-65— 

Mr. Dempsey. That is right. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Was used, then it was necessary specifically 
to state that you used your land ownership formula. 

Mr. Dempsey. I am right in thinking that is the way it will be 
apportioned ¢ , 

Commissioner pu Pont. I will see that you get it. 

Mr. Dempsey. I appreciate that. 
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Mr. Streep. I would like to direct your attention to section 11 on 
page 10, and ask you to tell me what that means, if you can. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Page 10% 

Mr. Sreep. Yes. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Which line ? 

Mr. Sreep. The whole section is very short. 

Commissioner pu Pont. In the improvement of highways, of course, 
railroad and public utilities of all kinds— 

Mr. Steep. This is section 11 on page 10. 

Mr. McGrecor. It is the inclusion of the words “toll roads” after 
grade crossing eliminations. 

Mr. Steep. Iam sorry. I want to know what the effect will be. 

Mr. McGrecor. Page 10, line 17. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That has to do, as I recall it—I am afraid 
that I will have to ask for help on that. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will you qualify yourself to the reporter, please ? 


STATEMENT OF HENRY J. KALTENBACH, SOLICITOR, BUREAU OF 
PUBLIC ROADS 


Mr. Kaurenzpacn. You have to refer back to section 8 of the High 
way Act of 1944. I think if I read that with this insertion in it it will 
clear it up: 

With the approval of the Federal Works Administrator not to exceed 144 
percent of the amount apportioned for any year to any State under the Federal 
Highway Act as amended and supplemented in sections 3 and 23 thereof, shall 
hereafter be used with or without State funds for surveys, plans, engineering 
and economic * * *, 

Lemon pu Pont. I can tell you what it isnow. The purpose 

f this is to permit the States to have a research fund for the evaluation 
of toll roads as well as other traffic problems. In other words, each 
State gets a certain amount of research funds. This permits it to use 
those funds for evaluating a toll facility. 

Mr. Sreep. Could I ask you in case that was done, is there any 
proviso that once the toll road is adopted and a bond sold, that this 
money would be reimbursed ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I can only tell you in all cases I recall 
the past where such facilities have been evaluated based on funds 
advanced by the highway commissions they have always been repaid. 

Mr. Strep. But it is not mandatory, as you interpret this legislation ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. No, sir. And if the toll road did not go 
through, obviously it would not be repaid. 

Mr. Streep. Has your office or your Departme nt approved or dis- 
approved this particular section, as such ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. We think it is an administrative matter 
and made no comments. I mean, it is a policy matter and we made no 
comments. 

We did approve the whole bill. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are you through, Mr. Steed ? 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scuoper. I am most interested, Mr. du Pont, regarding the 
allocation of these funds. I note that California will receive about 
$43 million by this plan, and as I recall it that is about 60 percent of 
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the amount collected in gasoline tax. In my opinion, in order to step 
up our road program we should return a larger percentage to the 
States. 

Another thing I would like to clear up is desirability to give pref- 
erence to the interstate highways, because of the military value of the 
system and that part of the money be credited to the military. When 
the various highways were under consideration for inclusion in the 
Federal systems, the highway commissions of the various States desig- 
nated the highways they tnought were best. Route 99 runs north and 
south through the Sacramento Valley, and parallels 101, which is 
located along the coastline and would be a strategic highway ; 99 was 
put in the interstate system, while 101 is in the primary system. 

In accordance with the provisions of this bill about 25 percent of 
all the moneys authorized will be on the interstate system, and none 
of that money would be available for the primary system. I ref 
particularly to 101, which is a parallel ae running be tebin 
Grant’s Pass and San Francisco, and so does 99. Highway 101 has 
twice as much traffic as 99. 

If the 40,000 miles which comprises about 1 percent of the highway 
system of the country carries 20 percent of the traffic, then it most 
certainly does not apply as far as those two parallel highways are 
concerned. 

The Redwood Empire Association has petitioned me to have 101 
included in the interstate highway system. I would like to ask you 
what in your opinion would be the view of the Bureau of Public Roads 
as to including more mileage in the interstate highway system espe- 
cially to inc lude 101 and 99 from San Francisco to Grant’s Pass which 
might be of great importance as a military road. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That particular system which comprises 
about 37,800 miles can be expanded to 40,000 miles. Here is a map of 
the system if you care to see it, and you are quite right. There is only 
one road that runs up and down. 

Mr. McGreoor. Mr. Commissioner, may I make one inquiry? 
There is only one State of the Union where the State highway depart- 
ment did not choose its own interstate system, or the roads that were 
put on the interstate system. That was Iowa. All of the rest of the 
States, and my good friend from the State of California is included 
with his State, had their highway commissions determine which roads 
in their State would be on the interstate system. 

Commissioner pu Ponr. That is confirmed at the bottom. We say 
they were selected. 

Mr. Scupper. The purport of my question is about the military 
importance of the highways. I rather dispute the military importance 
of 99 over 101 because 101 parallels the coast and is the best supply line 
along the coast in case of an invasion. 

Commissioner pu Pont. The interstate system may be expanded up 
to 40,000 miles as provided by section 7 of the Federal-Aid High- 
way Act of 1944. 

Mr. Scupper. We know that during World War II great impor- 
tance was placed on the possibility of an invasion from Japan and that 

was the area in which the invasion was planned. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma ? 

Mr. Scupper. I yield. 
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Mr. Srexp. I do not want to divert you from your point here, Mr. 
Scudder, but earlier you said under this formula California was re- 
ceiving about 60 percent back from what it was paying into the 
Treasury. 

Mr. Scupper. That is right. 

Mr. Srerp. Are those figures based on the amount of gasoline con- 
sumed in California, or on the refinery runs? 

Mr. Scupper. I didn’t get the last part of your statement. 

Mr. Srerp. Since the Federal taxes are collected at the refineries, 
are your figures based on refinery runs or are they based on the actual 
amount of gasoline consumed ? 

Mr. Scupper. The gasoline actually consumed. The company pays 
in accordance with the eas it delivers to the service station. 

Mr. Srerp. The reason why I make that point is, sometimes there 
is a confusion about the amount of money to the given State because 
of heavy refinery runs. 

Mr. Scupprr. No. This tax is coliected at the retail point. 

Mr. Dempsry. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Dempsey. This 60 percent you get back, is that paid in by 
Californians for gasoline, or are there tourists in that too? 

Mr. Scupprer. All people who use the road. The money is supposed 
to be paid in for the use of the roads, and I do not differentiate be- 
tween native sons and tourists. 

Mr. Dempsey. I have been through California and I have to go 
through New Mexico. It is just like in Florida. So I am still with 
you, but give us a little credit for the money we spend out there. 

Mr. Scupper. It is spent on the roads, Governor. You realize that. 
I wanted to know if there is a deviation. I know the formula cannot 
be uniform throughout the country. 

Mr. Dempsey. The formula is $150 million short. 

Mr. Sreep. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Srerp. This sheet. explains how the money will be apportioned 
under the provisions of H. R. 7818. I do not know who is the authority 
for this, but I assume it came from your office. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Srrep. Has anyone made a breakdown as to what the results 

wuld be if the old formula were used instead ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. On the whole thing, you mean? No. 
Chey have not, but you could simply take it under the interstate sys- 
tem and put the two together and that is where the change would 
ome. We could get that for you very easily. 

Mr. Sreep. For the purpose of comparison, if it is not too much 
trouble, I would like to have it. 

Commissioner pu Pont. I would be very glad to supply it, sir. 

Mr. Warts. It will be very simple to do it. You take the $120 

Hion and double it. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is right. 

Mr. er You take this third column from the right and then 

uble it and you find out what the State will get if it were all dis- 
t iiated on the old formula. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Smith. 
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Mr. Smiru. Mr. Commissioner, I want to ask you a question about 
this secondary road provision which we discussed with the Under 
Secretary of Commerce. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Is it your idea that if we adopt this change in the for- 
mula or, rather, the change in the system under which sec ondar y funds 
are allocated, that we will not have any pressure to adopt a similar 
provision for primary and urban funds? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I cannot see any immediate pressure as a 
result of what may develop. You might have it one way or another. 

Mr. Smirn. If under this system the State sets its own standards, 
do you not think it is likely they would want to set their own standards 
entirely for the primary and urban systems ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. No, sir. I think it varies materially be- 
tween the 48 States. 

Mr. Smiru. Between the 48 States what happens? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I] ee the pattern would vary materially 
between them. For instance, I do not think there is a bit of differ 
ence in California whether you had this or not, because in that State 
they have an excellent administration. The same is true in Virginia. 
I think it would be quite different from what might happen in your 
State. I think what would happen in the different States would vary 
if you gave them this latitude. 

Mr. Smrru. I am referring to the possibility that the States might 
want to adopt more or less the same system for the primary and urban 
funds. Do you not think that would be possible? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I do not understand what you mean by 
“adopt the same system.” The same standards, you mean ‘ 

Mr. SMITH. No, sir. In other words, they would lke to have a 
provision in the bill that the Department of Commerce will give to 
the States their proportion upon certification by the State that they 
have met the standards you have approved. 

Commissioner pu Ponr. A lot of the governors so expressed that 
view. 

Mr. Smrrx. In other words, you do agree there are likely to be 
further demands? 

Commissioner pv Pont. I do not say that. I say a lot of governors 
have expressed that view. 

Mr. Smiru. That is right. In respect to that fund, the governors 

expressed the view that they can get more money and build better 
idendive for less money, and they can also eliminate the Federal cost 
of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Commissioner pu Pont. I have never heard or read such a state 
ment. I donot doubt that they have said so. 

Mr. Smirn. Is not such statement included in the resolutions 
adopted by the governors conference ? 

Commissioner pu Pon. I think that is generally agreed. 

Mr. Smrrn. If this provision in regard to secondary roads, which 
is in keeping with the idea of Under Secretary Murray, is designed 
to meet this same objection, then do you not think the vy have a valid 
objection also in regard to the stand: ards which you lay down on your 
primary and urban roads? 
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Commissioner pu Pont. I think too much stress has been put on 

the standards. After all, they have not been determined by the 
sureau of Public Roads, but have been determined by the Associa- 
tion of State Highway Officials. 

Mr. Smirn. That is what I thought all the time too, but according 
to this governors conference we find out that it is all the big, bad 
Bureau of Public Roads that has done this thing. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Sometimes you have to blame things on 
somebody, and I think that is availed of frequently. But the “facts 
are that the States have adopted the standards. 

Mr. Smirn. In other words, the standards which Secretary Murray 
said they were protesting as being too rigid were actually adopted by 
the various States? 

Commissioner pu Ponr. Yes. The various States have adopted 
these standards, and we approved the standards. 

Mr. Smiru. Does there not exist in all of the States tremendous 
political pressure in regard to assistance in building secondary roads 
for what would amount to just giving money to the various subdivi- 
sions of the State governments without any requirements? 

Commissioner pu Pont. No. Not in all of the States. 

Mr. Smirx. Let us say most of the States. As you say, some of them 
do not have secondary subdivisions of highways. 

Commissioner pu Pont. There is, of course, pressure, but I think 
there will always be. 

Mr. Smirn. That is right. With this provision written in the bill 
under which the States can set their own standards, do you not think 
it is likely that that pressure will grow for the States to lower stand- 
ards perhaps to a greater degree than you would agree is advisable 
for the use of F ae il money on the construction of roads 

Commissioner pu Ponr. I think it would vary ata between 
the 48 States. 

Mr. Smitru. Naturally it would always vary between the 48 States, 
but is that not a possibility in certain States? 

Commissioner Du Pont. It is a possibility. Yes. But of course, 
the Secretary of Commerce has the right to decide on what the stand- 
ards shall be before he approves them. 

Mr. Smirn. If you approve and then he exercises any real discern- 
ment in his evaluation and approval of what those standards are, will 
he not have to carry on about the same amount of administrative work 
that he has been doing for that purpose in the past? 

Commissioner pu Pont. No, because you may be relieved of the 
selection of the locations on the secondary system, and it depends on 
what rules he sets up. 

Mr. SmirH. You are going to check that they spend the money 
according to the standards they submit to you; are you not ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I would say it depends ontherule. I would 
assume a set of rules would be set up and the State highway depart- 
ment would be held responsible for seeing that that was done. 

Mr. Suir. In holding them responsible as you do now you make 
some checks ; do you not ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. We are in there all the time inspecting it. 

Mr. Smirxu. What are you going to do in the future ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. That depends on the rules that are going 
to be made. 
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Mr. Smrru. In other words, the rules may be just that there will 
not be any standards for secondary roads 

Commissioner pu Pont. No. It says that there will be, as I under- 
stand it. Itis permissive and the Secretary would determine what the 
rules and regulations will be. 

Mr. Smiru. If you are going to have rules that will require certain 
standards of performance then you will agree you are going to have to 
have some check to make sure that they are follow adnan will you 
not’ If you do agree to that you do not p lan to hand the mone y over 
to them and say, “He ‘Ip yourse Ives,’ *do you? 

Commissioner pu Pont. No. 

Mr. SmirH. In other words, you are still going to have to continue 
at some expense in the administration of the secondary road pro- 
gram ¢ 

Commissioner pu Pont. Depending on the nature of the rules that 
are set up. The tighter they are, of course, the more inspection you 
have. 

Mr. Smiru. So your idea is that your Department is going to make 
recommendations to the Secretary of Commerce about what he shall 
approve in regard to a State system ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I haven’t discussed the matter with him, but 
I presume he will. 

Mr. SmirH. In good, orderly procedure of the Government you will? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I would presume he will ask us to give him 
an idea. 

Mr. SmirH. You are not going to recommend secondary standards 
be lowered, are you? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I would simply recommend that the stand- 
ards the States alre ady adopte d be used. 

Mr. Smirn. Then what is the purpose of putting this new change 
in there / 

Commissioner pu Pont. To relieve us of the responsibility of the 
selection as between the several roads and the constant inspection and 
evaluation of the condition of the highways, and so on. 

Mr. McGregor. May I inquire, is it not also to give that local and 
State official the right to determine specifications that are adaptable 
and to meet the needs of their local area ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. To give the States latitude in that secon- 
dary program. 

Mr. Smirn. Let us go back to dictation. Did you say a while ago 
the standards were made by the States ¢ 

Commissioner pu Pont. They have been agreed to by the States. 

Mr. Smiru. This idea of dictation from Washington does not hold 
very much water oe does it 

Commissioner pu Ponr. Some people think it does. 

Mr. Smiru. Do you dictate to the States about how they should 
build a road ¢ 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes, sir. To the extent they are in accord- 
ance with the agreed-to standards and the State says, “We will build 
according to the agreed-to standards.” And they submit plans. 

Mr. Suir. The standards that you have to evaluate the plans on are 
made by the various State highway departments. 

Commissioner pu Pont. They were developed by them. 
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Mr. Scuerer. By the majority of the State highway departments? 

Commissioner pu Pont. No. It is more than a majority. 

Mr. Scuerer. One hundred percent ¢ 

Commissioner pu Pont. They have all adopted it. They have ac- 
cepted it. 

Mr. Dempsey. May I ask a question ¢ 

Mr. MoGreeor. Governor Dempsey. 

Mr. Dempsey. The small States have adopted these various 
formulas ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Mr. Dempsry. And the regulations as to construction ¢ 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is right. But that applies only, of 
course, as to roads on which Federal money is spent. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is right. The function of the Bureau of Public 
Roads is to see that there is a comprehensive system of highways 
throughout the entire United States? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Mr. Dempsey. There has been much said about the conference of 


governors. Of course, I was a governor at one time, and having been 
one I read carefully the resolutions and I have given much thought 


to the reasons probably of why the respective States are limiting 
the tenure of office of the governors the Vv have. I saw that after res ad- 
ing the resolution and I thought there was some connection between 
that. 

Commissioner pu Pont. I never read about the resolutions, to be 
perfectly frank, because I never thought I would be here. 

Mr. Dempsey. The States that have these resolutions on tenure of 
service are very wise, I think, especially after I read the resolution 
of the Governor of New Mexico. 

Mr. McGrecor. Is the gentleman from New Mexico finished ? 

Mr. Dempsey. Entirely. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any questions f 

Mr. Smrrx. Mr. du Pont, a few minutes ago C ongressman ig 
asked you a question about this provision in the bill i regard to ¢ 
study of the proposal concerning the cost of reloc athe of utilities 
being borne by the highway funds. Does the Bureau support this pro- 
vision of the bill that such a study should be made ? 

Commissioner pv Ponr. This portion of the bill I would say would 
be in the nature of a direction. 

Mr. Smirn. The Bureau of the Budget and your Department en- 
dorsed the bill without any mention of that. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is right. 

Mr. Smirn. In other words, is that not more or less an acceptance of 
the fact that perhaps if the studies re there is some responsibility, 
that part of the cost should be borne | rv the highways ? 

Commissioner pu Pon. As you know, it is becoming an increas- 
ingly contentious problem because of the increasing cost of removal, 
and all that sort of thing. Years ago it was not much ofa factor. All 
of the utilities now due to the improvement of the system are becom- 
ing involved in these expensive changes. In some States they are ab- 
solutely precluded from recognizing any payments to utilities. It 
seems to me if it is a matter that Congress has to face in deciding it, 
then a study shoul be made to determine the equities and merits, and so 
forth. 
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Mr. Smiru. When the study is made if it is determined that the cost 
is not beyond a certain limit: ation, it is likely the Congress will write 

a provision that this cost will be borne by the Federal Government. 

"C ommissioner pu Pon. What will you do about the States where 
it is not permissive? Do you expect them to change their legislation ? 

Mr. Smiru. That is the point I want you to study. It is concerning 
those possibilities. 

Commissioner pu Pont. You ought to know how many States are 
involved, should you not ? 

Mr. Smiru. If it isan impossibility in any State then— 

Commissioner pu Pon. If there are only a couple of States you 
have to pay any attention to. If it were 24 you could give it more con 
sideration. My guess is there is a variety in the legislation. 

Mr. Somrru. If this study which is proposed he ‘re were to be made 
with respect to the costs without regard to the State laws applicable 
to the situation, would not a provision which would allow something 
like that with restriction on the cost bring about an equivalent study 
along that line with some restriction as to the costs that could be 
put in to be allowed ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. It is conceivable the movement of utilities 
could cost more than the road in some places. 

Mr. Smirn. That is right. But with restrictions as to the cost and 
certain restrictions also that you would not deviate from the State law 
or the Federal law, or either one in mr ooty to that, could you not 
answer some of the questions, you might say, without any h: indic: ap to 
the road program ¢ 

Commissioner pu Pont. As you know, it is an entirely new subject 
that has become increasingly important and it would seem to me it 
is desirable to evaluate what has become involved before the Con 
gress can give it mature consideration. 

Mr. Smirn. That is all I have. 

Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Commissioner, I understand the proposal is not 
to exceed 5 percent of the appropriation that could go to reimbursing 
the utility. 

Commissioner pu Pont. 5 percent of the total appropriation. 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. That is, per State. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is right. 

Mr. Dempsey. As you point out, there are States where we could 
not apply it because we have no jurisdiction. That is where it is 
intrastate and the State law would prohibit it, and then it would 
have to be a State law. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Maybe a user charge should be effected 

Mr. Dempsey. That is the purpose, as I understand it, of that part 
about not to exceed 5 percent. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are you through, Governor / 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. Scuerer. I was going to ask some questions with reference to 
the same section 10 that Mr. Smith last ee ed with you. The 
proposed section indicates that the Secretary of Commerce in con 
junction with State highway denials shall make this study. 
Actually the study would be made by the Bureau of Public Roads, 
would it not? I mean, the Secretary of Commerce would assign 
the Bureau of Public Roads to make the study. 
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Commissioner DU Ponv. I would assume so, although possibly it 
would come under the Secret ary of Tr: ansports ition, Mr. Murr ay. I 
don’t know. But certainly we would have to supply him with the 
aata. 

Mr. Scuerer. But eventually the basic recommendations would 
come from your Bureau, would they not ? 

Commissioner pu Ponr. No. I think ours would be just. factual. 

Mr. Scuerer. In the past has not—-not you yourse If, Mr. du Pont, 
a has not the Commissioner of the Bureau of Public Roads and 
he Bureau itself been opposed to granting any aid to utilities who 
ce had costs incurred by relocations ? 

Commissioner pu Pon. I only know from my experience as a com- 


missioner in the State of Delaware they were op yposed to it. But it 
did not stem from Washington, as far as I know. 
Mr. Scuerer. I am not referring to you individually. But T will 


repeat my Gg juestion. Has not the Bureau of Public Roads been op- 
posed in the past to granting any relief to utilities for costs incurred 
by relocations ? 

Commissioner pu Ponr. Frankly, I do not know what Mr. Mac- 
Donald’s attitude was. I do believe the States have been opposed to 
it. 

Mr. Scuerer. Then do you think this study should be made by the 
Secretary of Commerce and the State highway de ‘parte nts? Would 
not that study pe rhaps vet a fairer ap ypraisal of the prob lem if made 
by some other group, other than indicated in the bill ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I cannot say that that would be involved 
at all if it isa factual finding. I mean, if it is a fact or is not a fact. 
There is no philosophy involved. 

Mr. Scuerer. As I understand it—and I do not know it is a mat- 
ter of fact—but I understand that the Bureau of Public Roads has 
been opposed to granting such relief in the past, and that has been 

policy, has it not? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I am not familiar with that. I know gen- 
erally spe aking other than railroads it has not been. 

Mr. Scuerer. If that has been the policy of the Bureau, then do you 
think that the Bureau should participate in such a study and in such 
an evaluation of whatever facts might be developed? Do you not 
think the Congress would get a better answer if it were done by some 
independent authority ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. I would let the Congress decide that. 

Mr. Scnerer. That is what we have to decide, but I am trying to get 
your opinion. 

Commissioner pu Pont. I do not think I could give it personally. 

Mr. Scuerer. You say that some of the State highway departments 
were op pos sed ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes, they are. 

Mr. Scuerer. And this study is to be made in conjunction with 
State highway departments. 

Commissioner pu Pont. The point is, any money they spend on 
utilities means they have that much less to spend on highways. It 
is as simple as that. 

Mr. Scuerer. That is right. They have been opposed to it for that 
reason. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Surely. 


Wie. 
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Commissioner pv Pon. I do not think they would have anything 
involved there philosophically. It is simply a case of how many miles 
it is, and what does it cost. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scuerer. [ yield. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I want to make an observation that it seems to 
me such a study would be entirely useless because we have already got 
those figures before the committee. We have the report of the Na 
tional Association of Railroad and Utility Commissioners on that very 
point. 

Mr. McGrecor. As chairman of the Roads Subcommittee I know 
nothing of those figures, and I want to pay my respects to the mem 
bers of the subcommittee that brought up this subject of utility costs. 
We submitted it to the Secretary of Commerce, and all feel it is of such 
an important nature that a study should be made. We thought at 
first possibly we could enter into more definite aid. However, upon 
checking with some of the States we found State statutes would near 
ly prevent us entirely from doing so. So rather than just going 
through some legislation that we will be sorry for afterward, we 
asked that a study be made and the report be made back to the Con 
gress by April 1, 1955. 

I think all of us recognize there is some possible aid needed in this 
field. I firmly feel the utility group have a problem. A number of 
States have contacted the chairman of the Subcommittee on Roads and 
they said, “What are we going to do about our State statutes? We 
want to be heard.” 

Rather than delay we feel we should take it up in the form of a 
study. 

Mr. Macnrowtcz. If I remember right, we have already had a study 
on the cost, and it is 4.8 percent, or something under 5 percent. T hose 
figures are here. 

Mr. McGrecor. That was from the group particularly interested in 
it, but we have no figures from the Secretary of Commerce or from 
the various States. 

I might say to the gentleman a question came up about coaxial cable. 
Even in our extensive hearings last year I do not know of any that 
brought up that subject. So rather than get into something that 
might be temporary, we thought we would suggest a thorough and 
impartial study and come out with some definite recommendation. 

Mr. Screrer. By my questions I am only raising the issue as to 
who should make the survey and study. 

Mr. McGrecor. The point is well taken. 

Mr. Scuerer. For instance, I would not want the utilities to make 
the study. I just thought it should be made perhaps by some impartial 
group. I was trying to point out that the highway departments and 
the Bureau of Public Roads have been opposed to it. Maybe they are 
right in their opposition, but I do not think that is the group that 
should make the study any more than the utilities should make the 
study and report to Congress. That is the only point I raise. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. The gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. Macnrowtcz. I have only 1 or 2 questions. They will relate 
to the all-important question of the adequacy or inadequacy of the 
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:mounts provided for in this bill. The total amount in this bill is 
$800 million. Am I right on that? 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is correct. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I had hoped frankly that some information given 
to me not so very long ago that the total would be somewhere near 
$900 million would be correct. I would like to ask you a few questions, 
if you have the answers with you. 

Do you have the amounts available as to the total gasoline-tax 
receipts received since the year 19504 

Commissioner pu Pont. It is approximately $900 million. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I mean 1950. 

Mr. McGrecor. If I may interrupt, to keep the record straight, the 
bill as written is for $875 million instead of $800 million. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I have $600 million, and including apportion- 
ment it is $875 million. 

Mr. McGreeor. That is right. The bill as written is $875 million 
instead of $800 million. 

Mr. Macurowicz. That is right. 

The total gasoline receipts for the year 1950 were $551,450,000. Is 
that correct ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. For what year? 

Mr. Macnrowicz. 1950. 

Commissioner pu Pont. I have more than that. Yes, sir. You are 
right. $551.449.000. 

“Mr. Macurowicz. $551.450. ee. 

The point I wanted to bring out, which I think is important, is that 
since 1950 that has increased in total gasoline taxes from $551,450,000 
in 1950 to $894,000,000 in 1953. Am I right? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. And if you add the diesel gas taxes that would be 
about. $910.000.000. 

Commissioner pu Ponr. That is another $15 million. That is right. 

Mr. Macurowicz. What I want to bring out is that since 1950 in 
those 4 years of 1950 to 1954 they have increased by about 70 to 71 
percent, according to those figures. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Mr. Macurowicz. And we are now appropriating or authorizing 
money to be expended in 1955 and 1956 in this bill. Is that right ? 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Mr. Macurowicz. So that in 1953 we have alreadv had $900 mil- 
lion received in gasoline taxes alone. Is it not reasonable to assume 
that in 1955 and 1956 our figures will be well over a billion dollars, 
based on the increase we have had in the last 4 years? 

Commissioner pu Pont. It has been increased about 5 percent per 
annum. 

Mr. Macnurowicz. It increased more than that since 1950, when we 
had $551 million, up to $900 million in 1953. 

Commissioner pu Pont. I think that is because you had an up- 
surge in the praduction of vehicles. 

Mr. Macurowrrz. At any rate, is it not reasonable to assume it 
will be well over a billion dollars? 

Commissioner pv Pont. I think substantially about a billion dollars. 
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Mr. Macurowicz. So that even with the passage of this bill we will 
be well under what the total amounts are that will be received in 1955 
and 1956. Considerably under. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. A couple of hundred million. 

Mr. Macurowicz. At least $200 million. 

Commissioner pu Pont. Yes. 

Mr. Macurowicz. That is all. 

Mr. Scupper. I have one further question. 

Mr. McGrecor. I am going to ask that we make it just as short as 
possible as we have another meeting at 1:30 and we have another wit- 
ness to hear during this mornings’ session. 

The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Scupper. I have seen figures regarding the allocation of money 
to California. In 1951 I believe California paid in $50,375,000 in 
gasoline tax. They received back $26,837,000. Without a doubt 
the { figure of the collections amount to pretty close to $60 million, and 
under this formula they get back $43 million. 

I would like to ask for a breakdown of how California’s share is 
arrived at. I believe percentagewise we do not. 

Mr. Scuerer. With the exception of Ohio. 

Mr. McGrecor. I think we can say that California ranks over a 
number of States, but we must remember the people in California 
want the people in the East to come out to visit them. So the wealthy 
States sometimes must help the States that are not so wealthy. 

Mr. Scupper. I am ti alking about a fair allocation of money. Iam 
sure you get your money’s worth when you come to C alifornia. 

Mr. Mc ‘GREG or. If the ‘re are no other questions we will excuse the 
witness. 

I wonder if Ed Cliff is here? 

Mr. Oakman. Just one brief question. 

Commissioner, do you think if we amend the current highway bill 
and made this effective starting with fiscal 1955, that this money could 
be spent wisely and prudently in 19554 In hes words, push it up 
a year! 

Commissioner pu Ponr. Unquestionably it could be done in m: ny 
States. I do not think you could say uniformly, but unquestionably 
in many States, and I would say those States that have the greatest 
congestion. 

Mr. Oaxman. Those that could not use it during fiscal 1955 could 
avail themselves of it in 1956 and 1957. 

Commissioner pu Pont. That is right. 

Mr. Oaxman. That is all. 

The Commissioner re plied, Mr. Chairman, that he thought many of 
the States could use it in fiscal 1955, and those that could not will still 
have the money available to them in 1956 and 1957. 

Commissioner pu Pont. You could accelerate the program. There 
is no question about it. 

Mr. McGrecor. If there is no objection, we will excuse the Com- 
missioner and will reconvene at 1:30, when our good friend, Ed Cliff, 
will be here. We have five witnesses this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m. the committee adjourned until 1: 

p. m. of the same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. McGrecor. The committee will come to order. 

We have as our next witness the Honorable Edward P. Cliff, Assist- 
ant Chief of the Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture. 
Iam sure he needs no introduction. 

Chief, we are glad to have you with us. 

Before we hear your testimony, I would like to ask permission of 
the committee to insert the report as given by the Department of 
Agriculture. 

(The report referred to is as follows:) 





DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 
Washinoton 25, D. C., February 12, 1954 
Hon. Grorce A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. DONDERO: This is in reply to your request of February 10, 1954, for 
a report on H. R. 7818, a bill to amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road 
Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to 
authorize appropriations for continuing the construction of highways, and for 
other purposes. This Department, which administers the national forests, is 
directly concerned with section 3 

This section would authorize appropriations of $22.5 million for each of fiscal 
years 1956 and 1957 for forest highways with the proviso that sums heretofore 
authorized unobligated at the close of fiscal year 1955 be canceled. Section 38 
would also authorize like amounts for forest development roads and trails with 
the proviso that advisory public hearings be held prior to construction or 
reconstruction of a timber access road 

Forest highways are sections of Federal, State, and other important public 
highways which cross the national forests. Nearly all of these roads are on 
the State and county systems. The forest highway funds are administered by 
the Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Commerce, which is assisted by 
this Department and the respective States in formulating the forest highway 
program 

Forest highways furnish the means of access to and outlet from the forest 
development road system. They are used to haul many of the products of the 
forests to mills and markets as well as for general public travel and by persons 
visiting the national forests for recreation and other purposes. The need for 
improvement of the forest highway system is urgent and this Department 
endorses the authorizations proposed in H. R. 7818. 

Forest development roads and trails are of primary importance for the pro- 
tection, administration, and utilization of the national forests. They are a 
responsibility of this Department 

The existing forest development system consists of about 117,000 miles of 
roads and 121,000 miles of trails. The principal operations connected with the 
system are: 

(1) Maintenance of existing roads and trails; 


(2) Bridge construction and replacement ; 
(3) Advance surveys, and the design and engineering supervision for roads 


to be built by timber purchasers; 
(4) Construction and reconstruction of general-purpose and fire roads; 
(5) Timber access roads 

The Department maintains about 80,000 miles of the roads on the system and 
119,500 miles of the trails at a cost of about $8.6 million annually. The balance 
of the roads and trails on the system are maintained by counties, timber pur- 
chasers, and others at their own expense. 

There are 7,500 road and trail bridges on the forest development system which 
were constructed of inferior materials in the 1930’s and under emergency pro 
grams during the 1930's and World War II. These bridges are rapidly apnroach 
ing the end of their useful life, and about $3,200,000 is required each year for re 
placement of those which have become unsafe for further use. 

About $1,200,000 is required each year for advance surveys, and the design 
and engineering supervision on roads which are built by purchasers of national- 
forest timber under the terms of sales contracts 
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The construction and reconstruction of critically needed roads and trails for 
fire protection, general administration, and the utilization of national-forest 
resources other than timber requires expenditures of about $1,700,000 annually. 

A major need is the construction and reconstruction of timber access roads. 
To increase timber cutting on the national forests to sustained-yield capacity 
would require a Federal expenditure of $94.3 million for main-line roads over a 
period of years. An approximately equal amount should be expended on access 
roads by purchasers of national-forest timber. 

In fiscal year 1953 the national forest timber cut was about 1.5 billion feet 
below the allowable cutting capacity. In that year the loss to the Federal Gov- 
ernment through inability to market mature timber was about $20 million in 
potential gross revenue. Losses of his character will continue from year to 
year until the major part of the access road system has been installed. These 
losses cannot be recovered after the roads are built because they occur primarily 
in stands of old-growth timber. Because of the age and condition of this timber, 
losses from disease, insects, windfall, and fire each year just about balance 
the relatively small amount of growth which occurs on these old trees. This 
valuable timber should be harvested in an orderly way and the land on which 
it is standing should be conditioned to produce future growth through regenera- 
tion to young and vigorous timber. 

There are two sources of funds for the forest development road and trail 
system: (1) The appropriation for forest development roads and trails author- 
ized for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Federal 
Highway Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented; and (2) the appro- 
priation for roads and trails for States, national forests fund (37 Stat. 843) 
which now amounts to about $7,500,000 annually. 

If the entire proposed annual authorization for forest development roads and 
trails in H. R. 7818 is appropriated, the total funds available in each of fiscal 
years 1956 and 1957 will be $30 million ($22.5 million plus $7.5 million). This 
would enable the Department to perform essential maintenance work on the 
forest development system, make orderly progress on the bridge replacement pro- 
gram, adequately plan and supervise the construction and reconstruction of 
development roads by timber purchasers, and build the urgently needed roads and 
trails required for fire protection and utilization of resources other than timber. 
After allowance is made for annual expenditures of approximately $14.7 million 
for these purposes, $15.8 million would be available annually for the construction 
of mainline timber access roads. 

Following is a summary of estimated annual expenditures for forest develop- 
ment roads and trails if the full amount authorized in H. R. 7818 is appropriated : 


Million 


Item: dollars 
Maintenance__-_-_- Scatocaadntae eigirehih -wiidictitnluiigl da tintb iain - sacs 8.6 
Bridge construction and replacement_-_ Silentatttantgtd Gib cnacatdmndeict hie 3.2 
Advance surveys; design and engineering of operator roads nial 1.2 
Construction and reconstruction, fire and general-purpose roads____ LL? 
Timber access roads_____-~- iacenatceadeniniddaticanabtabieteieasimemmaahd aise ae 

Total__-— it ata a al ee i Mis. 30.0 


The utility and safety of the forest-road system would be improved if funds 
provided for development roads and trails could be used for construction and 
maintenance of necessary parking areas. These are needed for more efficient ad- 
ministration of the national forests and for the safety of road users. 

The Department therefore recommends enactment of section 3, and its amend- 
ment as follows: 

In item (2), line 16, page 6, after the colon following the word “reconstruction” 
insert “Provided further, That hereafter funds available for forest development 
roads and trails shall also be available for vehicular parking areas :” 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
KE. T. Benson, Secretary. 


Mr. McGrecor. Go ahead please, Mr. Cliff. 
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STATEMENT OF EDWARD P. CLIFF, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Curr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. Lappreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee 
in support of H. R. 7818, a bill to amend the Federal-Aid Road Act. 

The interest of the Department of Agriculture is primarily with 
section 3, which would provide authorizations for forest highways 
and forest development roads and trials. My statement will be di- 
rected to that section. 

Most of the other Federal-aid highway bills, which it is understood 
are being considered by the committee at these hearings, do not in- 
clude authorizations for forest highways or forest development roads 
and trails. These are H. R. 14, 1407, 3528, 3529, 7124, and 7207. Sec- 
tion 2 of H. R. 7678, by Mr. Watts, is similar, but not identical, to 
section 3 of H. R. 7818. 

With the approval of the Bureau of the Budget, the Department 
has submitted to the committee its formal report on H. R. 7818, in 
which enactment of section 3, with 1 amendment, is recommended. 

Section 3 would authorize appropriations of $22.5 million for each 
of fiscal years 1956 and 1957 for forest highways, with the proviso 
that sums heretofore authorized but unobligated at the close of 
fiscal] year 1955 be canceled. This section would also authorize like 
amounts for forest development roads and trails, with the proviso that 
advisory public hearings be held prior to construction or reconstruc- 
tion ot timber-aecess roads. 

ecause this Department has jurisdiction over the national forests, 
it has a primary interest in forest highways and administrative re- 
sponsibility in forest-development. roads and trails. 


FOREST HIGHWAYS 


Forest highways are sections of Federal, State, and other impor- 
tant public highways which cross the national forests. Nearly all of 
the more than 23,000 miles of forest highways are on State and county 
systems. Forest highway funds are administered by the Bureau of 
Public Roads, Department of Commerce, but this Department and 
the respective States assist the Department of Commerce in formulat- 
ing the forest-highway program. 

Forest highways offer access to and outlet from the forest-develop- 
ment road system. Forest highways are used not only for commercial 
hauling of products of the national forests to mill and markets and 
by persons visiting the national forests for recreation and other pur 
poses, but also for general public travel into and through the national 
forests. Forest highways are a vital link between the resources of the 
national forests and the people who use them. 

The need for improvement of the forest highway system is urgent, 
and the Department of Agriculture supports the proposed authoriza- 
tions for this purpose in H. R. 7818. 


FOREST-DEVELOPMENT ROADS AND TRAILS 


Forest-development roads and trails are service facilities necessary 
for the effective protection, administration, and utilization of the na- 
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tional forests. Their construction and maintenance are a responsi- 
bility of the Department of Agriculture. 

The long-range needs are for 157,000 miles of development roads, of 
which 117,000 miles have been built ; and for 127,000 miles of foot and 
horse trails, of which 121,000 miles are in existence. 

Following are the principal operations connected with the forest- 
development road and trail system and their estimated annual cost. 

1. Maintenance of existing roads and trails. ‘The Department 
maintains about 80,000 miles of the roads on the system and 119,500 
miles of the trails at an annual cost of about $8.6 million. The re- 
mainder of the roads and trails are maintained by countries, timber 
purchasers, and others at their own expense. 

2. Bridge construction and replacement. There are about 75,000 
road and trail bridges on the system which were constructed of in- 
ferior materials—mainly untreated timbers—and under emergency 
programs during the 1930’s and World War II. About $3.2 million 
is required each year for such replacement of those bridges which 
have reached the end of their useful life and are becoming unsafe for 
further use. 

Advance surveys; and design and engineering supervision. 
About $1.2 million is required annually for advance surveys, and 
for the design and engineering supervision which is necessary on 
roads to be built by purchasers of national forest timber under the 
terms of timber-sale contracts. 

4. Construction and reconstruction of general purpose and _ fire 
roads. About $1.7 million is required annually to build and rebuild 
the roads and trails needed for fire protection, general admunistra- 
tion, and the utilization of national forest resources other than timber. 

Timber access roads: One of the most urgent needs is roads into 
bodies of timber which are now inaccessible but which are mature 
and in need of harvesting. ‘The construction over a period of years 
of about 14,200 miles of timber access roads is necessary if timber 
harvesting on the national forests : to rise to its potential sustained- 
yield capacity. The Department believes that about 5.200 miles of 
these roads—principally main-line roads—should be built by the 
Federal Government, and about 9,000 miles by purchasers of national 
forest timber. Such a program would require sg Federal ex- 
e nditures of about $94.3 million over a period of years and, roughly, 

100 million by purchasers of national-forest timber. 

Because of the lack of timber access roads, the timber cut from the 
national forests in fiscal year 1953 was : about 1.5 billion feet below the 
sustained allowable cut. The financial loss to the Federal Govern- 
ment through inability to market mature timber was about $20 million 
in gross revenue in that 1 year. Losses of this character will continue 
each y year until the major part of the timber access road system has 
been installed. Because of the age and condition of this timber, 
losses from disease, insects, windfall, and fire each year, just about 
balance the relatively small amount of growth which occurs on these 
old trees. This valuable timber needs to be harvested promptly and 
in an orderly way, and the land on which it is standing should be 
conditioned to produce future growth through regeneration to young 
and vigorous timber. 
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Increased revenues to the Government from expanded timber sales 
as the result of timber access roads will more than offset the cost of 
the roads. Therefore, Federal investments in timber access roads on 
the national forests will return a net profit to the Treasury over a 
period of years 

if the entire ‘propos sed authorization for forest development roads 
and trails in H. R. 7818 were to be appropriated, the total funds 
available in each of fiscal years 1956 and 1957 would be about $30 
million. This would be comprised of the $22.5 million annual author- 
ization in H. R. 7818, plus about $7.5 million which is currently 
available from national forest receipts 

Such expenditures would enable the Department to perform es- 
sential maintenance work on the forest development road system, 
make orderly progress on the bridge replacement program, adequately 
plan and supervise the construction of development roads to be built ~ 
by timber purchasers, and build the urgently needed roads and trails 
required for fire protection and utilization of other than timber 
resources. Expenditures for these necessary items would total about 
$14.7 million, leaving $15.3 million each year for the construction of 
main-line timber access roads. 

The Department, therefore, recommends enactment of the proposed 
authorization of $22.5 million for forest development roads and trails 
in H. R. 7818. In its formal report to the committee, the Department 
also proposed a minor amendment to section 3, which would improve 
the utility and safety of the forest road system by permitting the use 
of funds for the construction and maintenance of necessary parking 
areas. Present authority does not permit this. Specific language 
for such an amendment is suggested in the Department’s report, and 
it is hoped the committee will give this suggestion favorable con- 
sideration. 

Mr. McGreeor. Thank you very much. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question, please. 

By your reference to parking areas do you mean to widen the right- 
of-way for the highways, through the forest areas and provide parking 
along the highways? 

Mr. Curr. There are several kinds of parking areas we have in 
mind, Mr. Scudder. They are needed mainly for public safety on 
these roads. They consist of places to get the cars off the main trav- 
eled roads; in heavily used recreational areas and places where people 
want to stop and look over the country; in areas which are needed to 
get trucks which are waiting to be loaded on the timber operation, 
for example, off the main roadbead; for the loading and discharge of 
livestock out on the ranges, and that sort of thing. 

We have some of these parking areas which were constructed in pub- 
lic use areas during the emergency days of the thirties which are in 
need of maintenance, and our present authority does not enable us to 
use money which is authorized in this bill for the maintenance or con- 
struction of those kinds of areas. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any other questions? 

Mr.’ Dempsry. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Dempsey. 

Mr. Dempsry. This would authorize in 1955 and 1956 about the same 
amounts as were authorized for 1953 and 1954. Is that right? 
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Mr. Curr. This bill is an authorization for 1956 and 1957. 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. Curr. And the amounts which would be authorized are iden- 
tical to the amounts authorized for 1954 and 1955. 

Mr. Dempsey. How much of the money that we authorized did you 
actually get ¢ 

Mr. Cruirr. Are you speaking, Mr. Dempsey, of the forest develop- 
ment roads and trails, or the forest highways? 

Mr. Dempsey. Both. 

Mr. Curr. In 1953 the authorization for forest highways was $20 
million. The appropriation that year was $18 million. The au- 
thorization for forest development roads and trails was $17,500,000; 
the appropriation was $16 million. 

In 1954 the authorization for forest highways was $22,500,000; the 
appropriation was $15 million. For forest development roads and 
trails the authorization was $22,500,000; the appropriation was $14,- 
500.000. 

Mr. Dempsey. So you got about two-thirds of what we authorized ¢ 
Is that right ? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct. 

Mr. Dempsey. I think, Mr. Chairman, one of the difficulties here is 
that we have investigations and we go into the thing very thoroughly. 
Then we recomme nd that which we know to be needed. — It comes be- 
fore the Appropriations Committee and they cut it down because they 
want to balance the budget. They are not balancing the budget when 
they do something which is waste ful rather than economically sound. 

[I think the members of this conimittee should put upa fight on the 
floor of the House much more than they do to maintain that which we 
recommend. I think what was done on the forest highways in Con- 
gress is a shame. I have been on the coast and I know what I am 
talking about. 

Mr. AnGeExL. Is it the view of the Department of Agriculture, Mr. 
Cliff, that these authorizations in H. R. 7818 are such that if the 
appropriations are made as recommended in this bill they would be 
adequate and ample to carry on your work for forest roads and forest 
development roads and trails? 

Mr. Curr. It would enable us to step up our present program 
quite materially if the full amount were appropriated. 

Mr. ANGELL. It is necessary, is it not, to have these roads in order 
to market a considerable portion of the timber that is matured? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct, Mr. Angell. We are now cutting less 
than the sustained yield capacity of the forests, nationwide, by about 
114 billion feet. That is one of the m: mate bottlenecks that. prevents 
us from c utting all we could cut under good forestry practices. That 
is the lack of access roads. 

Mr. Ancetu. As a matter of fact, it means a loss to the Government 
if sufficient access roads are not made available in order to market 
this timber which is mature. Is that right? 

Mr. Curr. That is true. 

Mr. ANGELL. They also help in fire protect On, do thev not / 

Mr. CLIFF. Yes, sIr. A eood S\ stem of access roads would enable 
us to do a more efficient job of fire protection and enable us to salvage 
timber which is now being lost from insects and disease and blowdowns 
in these remote areas which we are unable to harvest now. 

45304—54——__5§ 
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Mr. Scupper. One more question, Mr. Chairman, please. 

Mr. McGreeor. Congressman Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Last year I was interested in a bill to improve the 
harbor in Humboldt County. At that time I learned from the Divi- 
sion of Forestry that there was a loss in Government timber to the 
extent of $850,000 a year from undercutting in the 3 northern counties 
of California and the 2 southern counties of Oregon, which proves 
the contention you have made, that we are wast ing Gover nment money 
by not prov iding roads to the ove rripe t timber. About $850,000 will 
be lost each year until we catch up with a sus stained- yield cut in our 
national forests. That has no reference to the loss of the privately 
owned timber in some of the affected areas in which this Federal timber 
is located. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Scudder. 

If there are no other questions, we thank you very much for 
coming in. 

The next witness is Mr. Leo V. Bodine, executive vice president of 
the National Lumber Manufacturers’ Association. Is he in the room ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGreeor. He was not to be called until 2 o'clock. We are 
running ahead of schedule. We will proceed with the next witness 
and call on Mr. Bodine later. 

Is Mr. Matt Triggs, assistant legislative director of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, here? 

(No response, ) 

Mr. McGrecor. Is Mr. Lloyd Halvorson, deputy director of the 
National Grange, present ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. MceGreeor. Mr. Clinton S. Reynolds, chairman of the national 
highway committee of the American Automobile Association. I note 
he is here. We will call the others later. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Reynolds, for being here. 


STATEMENT OF CLINTON S. REYNOLDS, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL 
HIGHWAY COMMITTEE, AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Reynoips. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Clinton 
S. Reynolds. I am from the city of Tacoma, Wash. I am presenting 
this statement on behalf of the American Automobile Association, as 
the chairman of its highway committee. I am in the public utility 
business, but for many years I have been actively interested in highway 
transportation. For 8 years, I was a member of the W ashington State 
Highway Commission. I am a former president of the W 'ashington 
State Good Roads Association, which has been active for over 55 years 
and have served as chairman of a financial advisory committee to the 
interim legislative committee on highways, created by the Washington 
State Legislature. 

The American Automobile Association is made up of 777 automobile 
clubs and branches in every State of the Union, having as members 
more than 414 million passenger car owners, all of whom belong to it 
because they are owners of private passenger cars. Founded in 1902,. 
our association has always been an active advocate of good roads and 
of the principle of Federal aid for highways. Since my statement is 
based on existing highway policies of the association, a few words 
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are warranted as to the democratic procedure through which AAA 
highway policies are formulated. . 

Policy proposals must first be approved by our highway committee, 
which has members from every section of the country. Proposals 
which that committee approves are consicered by a large and repre- 
sentative policy committee, which meets before our annual convention, 
Finally, proposals which survive these two screenings come before the 
annual convention for consideration by the delegates, representing 
affiliated automobile clubs from every State in the Union. 

Those policies have been adopted over long periods of years and 
added to, of course, from year to year. I want to examine these bills 
from the standpoint of those policies. 


APPRECIATION AND COMMENDATION 


At the outset, may I express mj appreciation for this opportunity 
to present some of our viewpoints to you. May Lalso highly commend 
the chairman and members of this subcommittee on roads for the 
extensive study which you have given to our critical highway problem, 
including the extensive and verv valuable hearings which vou held 
last vear. Surely the people of America have been given an oppor 
tunity to express themselves on highway problems and to pftesent 
their views as to corrective measures. The timeliness of this excep- 
tional study is emphasized by the still growing deficiencies in our 
highway plant and its steadily decreasing capacity to meet fast-grow- 
ing traffic. The general merit of the bills which a number of you have 
introduced, is further clear evidence of the value of this year of study. 


The notice of this hearing indicates your desire to receive com 
ments on the various highway bills which have been introduced in the 
House. Our purpose is to discuss first the bill introduced by your 
chairman, Congressman J. Harry McGregor of Ohio, namely, H. R. 
7818. 


INCREASED TOTAL FEDERAL AID 


With the $600 million proposed for the primary, urban and second- 
ary systems, and $200 million for the interstate system, H. R. 7818 
provides a total basic Federal-aid amount of $800 million per year. 
With miscellaneous appropriations it brings it up to $875 million. 
This represents a substantial increase over preceding years. Any- 
one who has studied this problem cannot deny that there exists an 
urgent need for a greatly increased program of highway improve- 
ment in this country. Our association has always been strongly posi- 
tioned on the merit of a substantial Federal-aid program. There- 
fore, this increase in the amount of Federal aid seems to us to be 
particularly appropriate. While our association has no position as 
to any precise amount, we are favorable to a substantially increased 
program. I should prefer to leave the amount to Congress. 


INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


The association commends most strongly the proposal for sub- 
stantially increased funds earmarked for the national system of 








62 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


interstate highways—a feature also to be found in bills introduced 
by Congressmen Dempsey, Patten. Dondero. Oakman, and Watts, and 
in lesser amounts by Congressmen Mack and Scudder. 

This is one aspect of Federal aid which our association has con- 
sistently and verv strongly favored—even when it was unpopular. 
So strongly does our association feel on this matter, that our policy 
ealls for completion of this basic network within 15 years— and that 
means a great stepping up 1m the rate of its unprovement, W e ure 
greatly encouraged as to the possibility of achieving this objective 
by the provision for this network in H. R. 7818. Again evidencing 
the very strong convictions of our association on this matter is the 
fact that our policy would call for half of all Federal aid for high- 
ways being devoted to this network. 

It was reported in your hearings last year that the Secretary of 
the Army had recently stated: 

The Department of Defense has designated the national system of interstate 
highways the principal system of highways to serve the national defense, and 
has recommended its improvement to the highest practical uniform design 
standards 


INTER-AMERICAN HIGHWAY 


Our association has always strongly favored the completion of the 
Inter-American Highway, with initial special emphasis on the Central 
American sections. Our policy calls for the completion of these sec- 
tions at the earliest feasible date. Hence, we favor adequate funds 
for this purpose. It should not be hindered and we are glad to see 
the appropriations there. 

From these standpoints we are very favorably impressed with the 
bill and again voice our appreciation for the study and work which 
have been put into it. However, there are some details included upon 
which we would like, with your permission, to comment. 


POPULATION BASIS FOR APPORTIONMENT AMONG STATES OF THE APPROPRIA- 
TION FOR THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


We have already expressed our gratification for the provision of 
this legislation. The bill provides that such moneys must be matched 
by the States in a 50-50 ratio, and that the apportionment shall be one- 
half on the basis of population and the other half on the basis of the 
present formula for the primary system. 

Almost everyone will agree that it is desirable that the improvement 
of this basic interstate network should be accomplished at a reasonably 
uniform rate among the States. Further emphasizing the desirability 
and importance of such an equal rate of improvement is the great im- 
portance attributed to this system by our Military Establishment. 
What Federal-aid formula will produce such an equal improvement 
of this system among the States? Careful studies have shown that a 
formula based upon the population in a State compared to the popula- 
tion of the country is the most equitable, as measured in terms of the 
costs of needed improvements among the various States. 

[t should be borne in mind that in highly developed industrial and 
urban areas, the cost of improvement of this system is seven times 
greater than in open rural areas. Our association, therefore, strongly 
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urges that funds earmarked for the interstate system be apportioned 
among the States entirely on the basis of population. Otherwise you 
will have uneven distribution. 


FEDERAL SHARE OF COST 


Our association believes that this interstate system is the most im- 
portant highway network in this country, and the one most warranting 
Federal aid. We believe it appropriate for the Federal share to be 
75 percent of the construction cost. This is not only because of the 
unique position of the system, but because that provision would be the 
most pri actical way of getting important portions of it done, and we 
believe that it should be completed within 15 years. 

Ninety percent of the interstate system mileage is located in rural 
areas, and it is on this portion of the system that the greatest progress 
has been made. The remaining 10 percent is located in urban areas 
where we are faced with serious bottlenecks resulting in high economic 
losses. One reason, and possibly the principal reason, for the rela- 
tively little progress in these urban areas is that this 10 percent of the 
mileage will require nearly half of the estimated cost of the entire 
system. I think the figures are actually 47 percent. 

Now, in these areas the State highway departments very appropri- 
ately expect the municipalities to provide substantial parts of the 
matching funds. Indeed, in many States it is so provided by law. 
Yet, most municipalities are in extremely serious financial straits, and 
it would be exceedingly difficult for many of them to provide the neces- 
sary matching amounts which would be their share under the tradi- 
tional 50 percent matching basis. We are afraid unless something of 
that kind is done very little work will be done in the urban areas, where 
so little has already been done, and where so much more is needed. 


LONG-RANGE INTERSTATE SYSTEM PLAN NING 


It is essential that State highway departments develop programs 
and plans for their most important highway improvements far in ad- 
vance of actual construction work. It is therefore essential that they 
have advance assurance as to Federal-aid funds which will be avail- 
able. This is especially significant for the most important Sj stem 
of all—the interstate system. 

In light of this very practical consideration, we strongly recommend 
deletion of the proviso which would make availability of all earmarked 
Federal-aid funds for the interstate system contingent upon a Federal 
tax on gasoline of not less than 2 cents per gallon. 

I think I heard some remarks here this morning that would indi- 
cate that $200 million for that system would be reduced proportion- 
ately. But the way our lawyers read the bill it seems to us it provides 
for the gasoline tax and if it is anywhere below 2 cents a gallon, the 
whole $200 million disappears. They could be wrong about that, but 
that is what our counsel advises on reading the bill. 

There is real danger that the effect of this proviso would be to dis- 
courage the States from giving needed emphasis to advance planning 
for the interstate system. 

Those roads take a long time to plan and to get the right-of-way for 
and go ahead on. Any of you who have been on a State commis- 
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sion know what happens. Pressure is brought to bear on you to do 
work that is not of primary importance. And as you say, we have 
to work on this interstate svstem to gel Federal money. Then they 
say Congress reduced the g asoline tax a half a cent so what is the use 
of doing any work on that? That is bound to happen and it is bound 
to hinder advance plann ing. 

I understand the anxiety of the Bureau of the Budget as to where 
they will get the money ren to make appropriations, but it does not 
seem to us there is much difference as far as the budget is concerned. 
In other words, the Bureau of the Budget is meeting a Government 
need from the a P propriations. If it turns out that the Government 
is pushed, then the Congress can change it. 

There has been some discussion about advance acquisitions of 
rights-of-way and nothing appears shout it in the bill, so I want to 
take that up next. 


ADVANCE ACQUISITION OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY 


All too often difficulties and delays in obtaining rights-of-way for 
new highways saa seriously delayed road improvement programs 
and tremens lously ‘reased roadbuild ding costs. 

The deep concern “rr our association is expressed in the following 
policy: 

The American Automobile Association urges that the Federal Government and 
the State governments develop as quickly as possible a comprehensive land pro- 
gram for acquisition of adequate rights-of-way for future highway programs and 
for full protection of the rights-of-way when they have been acquired. 

Our association urges consideration by your committee of legisla- 
tion, either in the Federal-Aid Highway Act or separately, which will 
permit Federal assistance to those States which need it, in the advance 
acquisition of rights-of-way for the interstate network. We 9 not 
propose that the Federal Government purchase and donate rights-of- 
way to States, but rather that it use its powers to expedite pro grams, 
with re payment of Federal expenditures to be made by the States, re- 

garding which there is no provision in any of the law now. 

I heard the discussion on the 6-months availability. 


> 


SIX MONTHS AVAILABILITY 


We note with some surprise that for this one Federal-aid interstate 
system the new proposal would call for the funds to be available for 
expenditure in a State for only 6 months after the close of the fiscal 
year for which such sums were authorized, For other roads it is still 
after 2 years. Cert: ainly our association desires as strongly as anyone 
could the expeditious completion of this network. However, since 
very important parts of it in urban areas are extremely complicated 
and time-consuming—particularly from the standpoint of acquiring 
the necessary rights-of-way—it would seem that a more liberal period 
following the close of the fiscal vear would be advisable. 

In discussing the matter this noon with a member of ours from Mon- 
tana I understood that if this situation is stepped up the way Mon- 
tana is set up they will have to have special legislation to have match- 
ing funds available. They can do it, but they will not have the money 
available until after they have had at least one session of their State 
legislature. 
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That sort of individual thing exists more or less all over the coun- 
try. Therefore we think keeping limits of 6 months after the expira- 
tion of a year on it would be rather unwise, because if the State fore- 
saw they ‘would not be able to do it in that time they would not start 
it and yw their money somewhere else, where there is a political 


demand for 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS SUPERVISION OF INTER-AMERICAN HIGHWAY 


Our association has been most favorably impressed with the general 
excellence of the work done under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of 
Public Roads on highway improvements in the Central American 
countries. The Bureau has become thoroughly acquainted with the 
special problems involved and it has the technical competence as well 
as the knowledge of the peoples and countries. If there are impelling 
reasons for placing this authorization under the Department of State 
it would be our recommendation that it be specified in the bill that the 
survey and construction work authorized by this section be under the 
supervision of the Bureau of Public Roads. 


ASSIGNING RESPONSIBILITIES TO TILE COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC ROADS 


That was discussed this morning, and I am not sure but that we 
became more or less confused. 

Federal-Aid Highway Acts have, for many years, assigned respon- 
sibilities to the Commissioner of Public Roads, and/or the Bureau 
of Public Roads. Results have been outstandingly fine. As a con- 
sistent strong advocate of the Bureau of Public Roads, our association 
would urge that the language in H. R. 7818, be modified so that the 
references are again directly to the Commissioner of Public Roads, or 
the Bureau of Public Roads, where in several places the bill now 
assigns these responsibilities to the Secretary of Commerce. 


FEDERAL FUNDS FOR ASSISTANCE IN THE WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON 
HIGHWAY SAFETY 


soth the Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1950 and 1952, authorize 
and direct the Commissioner of Public Roads to assist in carrying 
out the action program of what is now known as the White House Con- 
ference on Highway Safety. Both acts provide funds for this pur- 
pose. Our association strongly believes in the importance of effective 
traffic safety programs, as is best demonstrated by the very large 
sums which the AAA and affiliated clubs annually devote to safety 
programs on drive education, school safety patrols, pedestrian pro- 
tection, and so forth. 

There are very strong reasons why it is desirable that the Federal 
Government be and remain active in this field. Followup activities 
on the forthcoming White House Conference on Highway Safety 
are of tremendous importance. Government participation and as- 
sistance in various national programs are both appropriate and de- 
sirable. 

Our association therefore strongly urges that provision be made for 
continuance of Federal assistance, as in the last two Federal-Aid 
Highway Acts, unless the provision made in the act of 1952 is such 
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that it is no longer necessary to repeat such a provision. We support 
it, and the recommendations made for the support of that particular 
conference. This bill does not say anything about it at all. It may 
be that the appropriations made in the 1952 act continue on. If so, 
what we say does not mean anvthing. 

Mr. McGrecor. I might advise the witness that is a fact. That is 


permanent legislation and that is the reason why it Is not carried on 
this particular legislation. 
Mr. Reynoups. That is fine. Then pay no attention to what we 


say here. 
STUDY OF TOLL ROADS 


Section 11 of H. R. 7818 proposes ame nding section 8 of the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1944, for the purpose of permitting part of the 
114 percent fund set aside for “surveys, plans, engineering and eco- 
nomic investigations of projects for future cons struction in such 
State * * *° to be utilized in the matter of toll roads. That the sub- 
ject of toll financing warrants most thorough study and consideration 
can be readily agreed. However, we do not believe that it is desirable 
to make it possible for Federal-aid funds to be used for economic 
investigations as to the desirability of specific toll roads, especially 
since the Congress has declared that Federal-aid funds shall not be 
used on toll road construction. 

Also, such investigations can be most costly, and authorizing use 
of Federal-aid funds for this purpose might have the effect of re- 
ducing seriously the limited funds available for the very important 


highway planning survey work. We therefore strongly recommend 
that section 11 be deleted, » far as it relates to toll roads. It costs 


an awful lot of money to iavendinoele a toll road program. In our 
State the legislature appropriated $700,000 and our total share of our 
appropriation from Federal aid is only about $180,000. In other 
words. that one project would have eaten it up about five times over. 


H. R. 3528 AND H. R. 3529 


Bei oe identi Cc al bills introduced by Congressmen George A. Don- 
dero of Michigan and Charles G. Oakman of Michigan. Our asso- 
ciation’s position as set forth above means we would heartily favor 
an amendment of this type 

These identical bills, H. R. 3528 and H. R. 3529, would amend the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 by changing the $25 million ear- 
marked for the national system of interstate highways to $275 million. 
Our association’s position on the national system of interstate high- 
ways, as set forth above, means that we would heartily favor an 
amendment of this type. 


H.R. 14 AND H.R. 1407 


Being identical bills introduced by Congressman John J. Dempsey 
of New Mexico and me on | A. Patten of Arizona. 

These bills, H. R. 14 and H. R. 1407, would amend the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 192 9 i. changing the $25 million earmarked for the 
interstate system to $225 million per year. As stated above, in ac- 
cordance with AAA policy we would be heartily in favor of an amend- 
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ment to substantially increase the earmarked funds for the interstate 
network. 
H. R. 7678 


A proposed new Federal-Aid Highway Act introduced by Congress- 
man John C. Watts of Kentucky. 

The bill introduced by Congressman Watts, H. R. 7678, is intended 
as the proposed eden al-Aid Highway Act of 1954. In some re- 
spects it is similar to Hl. R. 7818, introduced by Congressman Me- 
Gregor, concerning nk we have presented extensive comments 
above. One point of substantial difference is that H. R. 1678 provides 
that the Federal share of the cost of the interstate system is 7! ) percent, 
which is in exact accord with the policy position of the association. 

H. R. 7678 also provides that the funds apportioned to a State, in- 
cluding those for interstate system projects, remain available for 2 
years after the close of the fiscal year. As indicated above, we would 
favor a more liberal time limit than the 6 months set forth in H. R. 
7818. 

A third provision which is in accord with our association’s position 
is in section 6, which authorizes and directs the Commissioner of Pub- 
lic Roads to assist in carrying out the action program of the White 
House Conference on Highway Safety, and provides $200,000 for 
this purpose. 

Another feature of this bill, which we would favor, is the consistent 
reference to the Commissioner of Public Roads as the official to whom 
certain responsibilities are assigned. 


H.R. 7124 AND H. R. 7207 


Being identical bills introduced by Congressmen Russell V. Mack of 
Washington and Herbert B. Scudder of California. 

These identical bills, H. R. 7124 and H. R. 7207, would increase the 
amount of Federal aid apportioned for the primary, secondary and 
urban systems from $550 million in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1952 to $825 million, dividing this sum in the same percentage pro- 
portions among the three systems, as in the earlier act. These bills 
would also increase the earmarked amounts for the national system of 
interstate highways to $37,500,000 instead of $25 million. 

As is indicated above, our association very strongly believes in a 
greatly stepped-up highway improvement program. It favors, how- 
ever, greater emphasis on the interstate system than is provided i 
these bills. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. Of course, I will be very glad to 
answer any questions any of you might have, so fas as I can. 

Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Dempsey. 

Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Reynolds, I am very glad to have been here and 
heard your very magnificent statement. Iam especially glad because 
I do not agree with some of it. 

On what do you predicate your feeling that all interstate road 
money should be apportioned on one basis, that is, population ? 

Mr. Reynoups. Governor, if we could figure out any other way in 
which we could make the program go along evenly all over the country, 
other than that, we would. But after investigating many, many dif- 
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fere) Ways in which it might be done » have come to the conclusion 
that “* at woul | vet the work done more evenly than any other way we 
can think of all over the country. That is because the cost of making 


these improvements in the very densely populated areas per mile is 
so much more costly than it is in New Mexico, for example. 

Mr. Dempsey. Are you taking into account the deaths and injuries 
caused by accidents on the roads ? 

Mr. Rreynoups. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. Do you think they are as great in the congested areas 
as they are in the rural areas? 

Mr. Reynogps. Not necessarily, but if you will go from State to 
State. the number of accidents which occur—and that is proportionate 
to the number of deaths, of course—remains pretty much as you have 
the roads developed. Unless the roads are deve lope: | to suc h a point 
that speed becomes so terrific. 

Mr. Dempsey. New York is the largest State in population that we 
have. 

Mr. Reynoups. Yes. I would not say, however, that New York 
State is, because of the situation of so many large cities. The total 
population of New York is. g 

Mr. Dempsey. The total population of New York is larger than 
any other State of the Union, is it not / 

Mr. Reynoups. Yes, sir 

Mr. Dempsey. And most of it is the city of Greater New York. 

Mr. Reynowps. That is right. 

Mr. Dempsey. Have you any idea of the number of accidents per 
100,000 for any particular population of the State of New York ¢ 

Mr. Rrynoups. No, sir. I do not have those figures with me. I 
can find them if you wish. 

Mr. Dempsey. I can give them to you. 

Mr. ReYNOLDs. Good. 

Mr. Demrsry. Last year there were approximately in 11 months 
1,930 people that met death in the State of New York by automobile 
accident. There are States not as large as New York that have nearly 
doub pt one in part icular. The percentage of the different States 
shows, for example, my State of New Mexico on the basis of cars on 
the road last year had 12 » people killed. In order to reach that same 
number on a proportion: ite basis in New York you would have to have 
200,000 people killed in New York. 

On the basis of congestion and other things the city of Greater New 
York has the best transportation system in the world. They do not 
use automobiles there for driving such as we do i in a smaller size city. 
The cost there is terrific for widening roads. I know that and I know 
considerab i. about it because I had to do with the building of subw: ays 
in New York. 

I am not against New York, because they have been ve ry kind to 
me ag I shall always appreciate the people of that State of New 
York, but getting down to the defense part of it or the killing and 
Injury part of it, it does not go on the basis which you have outlined. 
On ihe. de fense part of it the installations are not located in New 
York City. A great many of them, some of which I honed aul 
be as. are in New Mexico. We have one 90 miles long by 30 
miles wide. New Yorkers can appreciate that. It is a proving 
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ground where they have these guided missiles. It is related very 
close ‘ly to Los Alamos where the first atomic bomb was assembled. 

We have those installations out there because of the great area 
available in the State. We did not ask for them. The ranchers were 
put off their land and property. It was necessary to condemn the 
land in order to take over. But our Government needed the lands 
and we want the Government to have it. 1 thought they were trying 
to cure conditions on the highways that would reduce the number of 
deaths and reduce the number of injur ies. Last year we killed 38,300 
persons, and we injured many more than 1 million. 

The insurance premiums on cars have gone up in 7 vears from about 
$900 million to nearly $3 billion. That is because of the deaths and 
accidents. 

Mr. Scurrer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Dempsey. Certainly. 

Mr. Scuerer. Isn’t it a fact that the roads are in such good condi- 
tion in New Mexico that they drive too fast, and that is the reason 
why you have that large accident rate out there ? 

Mr. Dempsey. The roads in New Mexico are very good. But the 
scenery is so beautiful as compared with any other State that the 
drivers pay too much attention to it. Then too we have a great many 
very attractive people. Our Indian girls are beautiful; so beautiful 
that artists come from the East just to look at them and paint them, 
and some of the artists are a little bit “painted” before they go there. 

Mr. Reynoips. We go there from the Northwest for the very same 
reasons you have mentioned. 

Mr. Dempsey. We are very glad to have you come down there. 
Sut I think this formula we have, and the chairman I think has done 
a maegnificient job on it because I have been fighting for this for 
a long time—sometimes we fight together and sometimes we fight 
separately. I guess those Scotch fight that way all the time. I am 
an Irishman and we are for peace. 

Mr. Rrynoups. My point, Governor, is that while we are very 
anxious about the deaths - the highways and the injuries and the 
defense situation, one of the principal reasons for the development 
of the interstate system is transportation. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is right. 

Mr. Reynoips. And perhaps while we are very interested in the 
accident record and extremely interested in defense, the transporta 
tion of goods and commerce is really what promotes prosperity in a 
country. If you develop in New Mexico far faster than they de- 
velop in Massachusetts or New Jersey or Maryland, then you are not 
producing an even development. 

I believe in New Mexico you have a little over one-half of 1 per- 
cent of the mileage or, rather, the estimated cost of bringing the mile- 
age up tothe standard. It is a little bit over one-half of 1 percent. 

Mr. Dempsey. We have about the same number of miles on the inter- 
state system as New York State has. 

Mr. Reynoups. We are not talking about miles. We are talking 
about costs. 

Mr. Dempsey. I am talking about miles. 

Mr. Reynoutps. We are talking about the number of dollars neces 
sary. 
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Mr. Demresey. There is one thing I agree with wholeheartedly with 
you and everyone else. That is, we cannot afford to delay this pro- 
gram until a year from next July. I think we must amend the present 
bill and get this going after July i 

Mr. Reynoups. As I said in discussing those bills, I agree with you 
on that. 

Mr. Dempsry. We just have to do that. 

Mr. Reynoups. Yes. 

Mr. McGreeor. I would like to bring in this question. I noted 
particularly you took exception to the fact that this road program is 
dependent upon the continuation of the 2-cent gas tax and fuel tax, 


which in clude ;a reenactment of the one half a cent easoline tax. 
Mr. Reynoups. That is correct. 

Ir. Mi GreGcor. As ae of the bill, I desire to be perfectly honest 
with everyone and take this position: We cannot build roads if they 
ire going to take from us the mone of that is used to build those roads. 
In other words, if the tax is allowed to become nonactive, that is, the 


one-half a cent fuel tax, then we would be out $225 million. I note you 
recommend that. so where would we get $225 million for the road 
program { 

Mr. Reynoutps. Well, sir, I was not objecting to a continuance of 
the half a cent fee. I was merely pointing to the policy of our as- 
sociation. There is not any real connection between the two. One of 
them is a question of revenue and the other is a question of Federal 
aid to highways. 

What I wanted was action on it. The uncertainty about it might 
make the program itself uncertain. I would further point out to you 
that this bill does not take effect until a year from next July, and it 
continues from next July on for 2 years beyond that. It contains 
$875 million, we will say. 

I suppose I am talking contrary to the desires of my association in a 
way, and again Iam not. But suppose you have only 114 cents by 
that time. By the time this bill is in effect 114 cents will produce the 
amount in this bill, and in my mind there is no connection between 
the collection and the appropr jation. 

Mr. McGrecor. We do not want to get into the category of attempt- 
ing to earmark, but I am trying to take out the uncertainty that you 
referred to. If this bill is passed the road program will not be an 
uncertainty. It will be a reality because the money will be there— 
and will be used on roads—a policy I think the people want. 

Mr. Reynoups. You feel confident then that the Congress will re 
enact this half a cent and keep it in for us long enough to complete 
this program. 

Mr. McGrecor. I am hoping it will, sir, because I, being Scotch, 
want to reduce taxes, but I firmly believe we must take care of our 
road program. I think the people it is my honor to represent are 
willing to continue the one-half cent, provided we spend it on roads 
and not send it to foreign countries. 

Mr. pa And provided you spend it where the roads are 
needed. And it is not out in New Mexico. They may need it out 
there but it is fail the big cities where the interstate and primary 
highways are in deplorable condition. They are in such good condi- 
tion in New Mexico that they can travel a hundred miles an hour and 
kill people at such a high rate. 


a 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 71 


Mr. Dempsey. I disagree with my colleague. He has never been 
out there. 

Mr. McGrecor. Right now I want to pay my respects to your organ- 
ization and especially your Executive Secretary Russell Singer, who 
spent many hours with the chairman working on this legislation and 
I appreciate the willingness of your organization to concede on some 
points in order to give our motorists a real road program. 

Mr. Reynotps. | know he has. 

Mr. McGrecor. You mentioned you possibly took exception to the 
use of the Secretary of Commerce. In the Reorganization Act and 
in bills which we have recently passed—and I am told will continue 
to do so—we are naming the Department heads. The Bureau of 
Public Roads is a subordinate of the Secretary of Commerce. Would 
that be sufficient argument to put the activities of the bill under the 
Secretary of Commerce to be administered as usual by the Bureau 
of Public Roads? 

Mr. Reynowps. It sounds very logical. 

Mr. McGrecor. Through the Bureau of Public Roads, and we would 
so protect that Bureau in this legislation so that no Secretary of Com- 
merce is going to bypass it. Would you be in accord with that? 

Mr. Reynowps. Yes, sir. I think I would. I think the reasons are 
cogent. We admire very much the work which has been done by the 
Bureau of Public Roads, both then and now. 

Mr. McGrecor. I am sure we are in accord with that. We want to 
continue the Bureau of Public Roads and we will do everything we can 
to stop any attempt that might be made to do away or abolish the 
Bureau of Public Roads. 

One more question: You mentioned the distribution under a for 
mula of 75-25 and then mentioned you wanted to get as many miles 
in the interstate system construc ted as you could. 

Mr. Reynotes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGreeor. If $200 million of Federal funds is earmarked you 
are not going to build as many miles of roads with the Government 
putting up 75 cents to the dollar as if the Government put up only 50 
cents to the dollar, would you ? 

Mr. Reynowps. I am sorry, sir, but I think we are and I will tell 
you why. 

Mr. McGregor. We have only $200 million to go on. 

Mr. Reynoups. That is right. 

Mr. McGrecor. All right. 

Mr. Reynowps. The logical thought would be to one who has not 
been actually in the business, that the States would put up one-third 
of the $200 million and you would get a total expenditure of $267 mil- 
lion on the interstate network. However, if it is 50-50 you get $400 
million spent. Therefore it looks like a difference of less spending 
under the 75-25 than under the 50-50. But, that is not what is hap- 
pening and this is the reason why it is not. 

Many of the States do not pay too much attention to the amount of 
Federal aid that they get for expenditure on the interstate system or 
on the primary system. They spend an awful lot of their own money 
in addition to matching the Federal funds that would bring the total, 
in my opinion, up to more than that. Because the cities who are on a 
50-50 basis, many of them will not start any work at all; whereas on a 
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75-25 basis they would start a lot of work, and ] think you would 
get muc h more 1 ioney expe snded, espec lt ally in the cities. 

In my own State last year we spent $24 million on the mileage of 
the interstate network in our State. We had available for expendi- 
ture on the primary highway system from Federal aid about S4 
million, Ve used about $3 million of that on the primary or inter- 
state system. So you see, last year we matched the Federal appropria- 
tion that was available to us when nothing w: as specifically earmarked 
to amount to anything. We matched it 8to 1. And we will continue 
to spend S24 million to $25 million on that system until it is finished, 


regardless of the amount of Federal aid we get. 

Mr. McGreeor. Was not your statement based on this situation ¢ 
We are talicin ¢ about a general road-construction program on the 
interstate, primary, urban, and secondary. You and | both admit that 


the interstate system is princ ipally primary and urban. 

Mr. Reynoups. Yes, I don’t know of any secondary on the primi ary 

vstem. 

Mr. McGrecor. There is no such thing as an interstate road without 
being connected with the primary. 

Mr. RreyNnotps. That is right. 

Mr. McGrecor. If we set up a separate formula for the interstate 
system on a 75-25 basis how are we going to administer it when we 
have the primary, secondary, and urban on a 50-50 basis? Where 
will we draw the line when the interstate comprises urban and primary 
roads ¢ 

Mr. Reynotps. The answer to that is it would be comparatively 
sin ple to administer because you do not do it and do not hold an ap- 
propriation for the State; but you do it by individual projects. You 
say we will build this project 3 miles in this State from Cattle Creek 
Corner to Skomishquah, and that project in itself, if it is part of the 
primary road system, which is also part of the interstate system, is 
a project on which there would be : applied 75-25 of matching money. 

Mr. McGrecor. It is part of the 40,000 miles. 

Mr. Reynoxps. That is right. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is what I wanted to get in the record. 

Mr. Reynoxps. They are all individual projects and you do not have 
a project on the prim: ry system which is part of the interstate system 
that is mixed up with any other project. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is right, we have 40,000 miles on the interstate 
system, and that is where the Bureau of Public Roads will distribute 
it on the basis of 75-25, 60-40, or 65-35. 

Mr. Reynotps. That is right. And that is where the State wants 
to take its own money and throw it in there in addition to that, and 
then the interstate sy stem gets it. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Georer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGrecor. I yield. 

Mr. Grorce. What percentage of your 414 million car owners come 
from urban areas and the cities ? 

Mr. Reynoups. I woul | not be able to answer that. 

Mr. Grorcr. At least 90 percent ? 

Mr. Reynoups. With respect to the Automobile Club of Washing- 
ton I happen to know that. Approximately 65 percent of our mem- 


bers are from urban areas in that State, and 35 from rural areas. 


rr 
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When I say urban areas I mean the city and adjacent territory. 
ver in the inland group, which covers Idaho and western Washing- 
ton the proportion is exactly reversed. 

Mr. Georcre. Is your argument on the basis of 75-25 matching 
funds based on the ability to pay ¢ In other words, large cities and 
States that have large registrations and large consumptions are more 
able to raise local funds for matching purposes than those that are 
more sparsely settled ? 

Mr. Reynoups. I would think so because of the greater use of gas 
oline. For example, in our State matching does not mean aything to 
us. We spend so much more money than is required for matching, 
but in a State like Montana, which has also a very fine automobile 
club, they have difficulty. 

Mr. Grorcr. It does not amount to anything in matching in my 
State either. Wecan match any Federal funds this ¢ ongress prov idles. 

Mr. Reynoups. You are from 

Mr. Grorce. Kansas. We put in an expanded highway program 
3 years ago. I am not concerned about that phase of it, but I am 
concerned about the general attitude being shown by the large city 
groups in reference to the rest of the United States asa whole. I hope 
we do not d ‘velop into a dog fight here between the cities and the 
rural areas in this bill. 

[ am concerned about the overall highway construction program in 
the United states, J think wherever we provide the m mney, and it 
takes money to build roads, and that is what I want to see accom- 
plished, that is where we should build them. I can see this thing 
shaping up not only in this committee, but also in Congress, to the 
point where we may have a fight between the urban areas and the 
rural communities. 

Mr. Scuerer. [also can see that shaping up, because the overwhelm- 
ing evidence taken here last spring indicated beyond any shadow of a 
doubt that the money belonged on the interstate system in and near 
the big cities. That is where the traffic is and that is where the prob 
lems are. 

Mr. Reynoups. That is where the least work has been done on the 
system. 

Mr. Scurrer. And as you pointed out, because of the tremendous 
costs involved. 

Mr. Dempsry. And where the fewer people are killed. 

Mr. McGrecor. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Reynoups. May I say to Mr. George, as far as the American 
Automobile Association is concerned, our concern is just the whole 
country. We would not like to be considered as an advocate of cities 
and rural districts. We are not. In none of our districts has that 
question ever been raised. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Reynolds, in your statement that the Federal 
Government should put up 75 percent, I am not aware of how the 
was taxes are distributed in other States, but in California a substan 
tial amount is returned to the cities by the State from the gasoline tax. 
It would seem to me that the cities are in a position to go along with 
the State on a 50—50 basis. 
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They receive moneys allocated to them from the State. A good 
portion of their contribution would be a return of gasoline tax that 
has been ap portione d to them. 

It seems to me in order to get the maximum good from the Federal 
money that we should try to tie it down to a 50-50 basis. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any questions to my right / 

Mr. Warts. I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Watts. 

Mr. WaATTs. Going bac k to the popul: ation proportion, you would 
not advocate that all Feder: al funds in all categories, secondary, pri- 
mary, and interstate, be distributed on a population basis, would you? 

Mr. Reynotps. No, sir. Wedo not. The reason why we are par- 
ticularly interested in that as far as the interstate system is concerned 

s because of the peculiar situation of the interstate system itself. 
i or the other amounts each State should be left more or less to judge 
what it is going to do. But this is a national system and we think it 
should be developed as uniformly a s possible in all sections of the 
country, and that is not measured by area or by popul: ition. 

Mr. Warrs. Do you find a situation where some State with a small 
population actually has more miles of interstate system than some 
larger State ¢ 

Mr. Reynotps. Yes, sir. The heavy populated States are in great 
areas of density and cost compared to others, though. So to bring 
the interstate system up to standard is very much more difficult in 
those States with a small mileage and a large population. 

Mr. Scuerer. I believe you said seven times the cost, did you not 

Mr. Reynoups. Yes, sir. Seven times, according to the best engi- 
neering estimates we can ovet, 

Mr. Wartrs. In many of the States they have a very limited popula- 
tion. Under a population formula on the interstate system there 
would be a very small contribution to that State. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Reynoups. There is a minimum, I believe, of three-fourths of 1 
percent to any State, which I think in some few States gives them 
more than they get on the other basis. 

Mr. Warts. Going down this column, it looks like some of them 
would be cut down rather low. I was wondering with the tremendous 
number of miles they had if it would be fair in developing a complete 
interstate system all over the country to base it solely on popul: ition. 

Mr. Reynoxps. As far as those States about which you are worried, 
and I am too, are concerned, by putting a minimum percentage in here 
you give them enough so that if you divided their estim: ited cost into 
the total cost they would complete their section of the interstate road 
faster than some of the others. My own State would lose some money 
going from this basis to a population basis. Nevertheless they are 
for it. 

Mr. Warts. My State of Kentucky would lose just a little bit on the 
population basis, but it is hardly enough to worry about it—$63,000. 

3ut I was wondering if you could develop all over this country—and 
that is what we want to do—a complete system of interstate roads 
such as they should be for the defense of our country and the movement 
of our people all over the country. 

Even though people live in a condensed section, they travel all over 
the country. Like Mr. Scudder said this morning, if they did not go 
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through Arizona and New Mexico they could not get to his part of the 
country, and his folks could not get out if they did not go through 
that area 

It strikes me as a member of the committee maybe the way the bill 
is drawn, to divide it half by population and the other half a three-way 
split might be a better way to split it up. 

Chairman Donprero. As one member of this committee, Mr. 
Reynolds, I want to acknowledge the great value that your organiza- 
tion is to the accomplishment of good roads in this country. 

Mr. Reynowtps. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Donprro. Would you say upon the whole that the present 
formula for the distribution of funds to the various States has worked 
out, with perhaps one or two slight exceptions, favorably to both the 
Federal Government and to the States? 

Mr. Reynotps. We think so, sir. We do have a resolution that 
asks for a restudy. It is a long time since it was really looked at, but 
on the whole it has worked out very well. 

Chairman Donpero. Do you know of a single instance where the 
program has been advanced, we will say, a year ahead of the time pro- 
vided in this bill for the distribution of funds in a larger amount, that 
is, 1956 and 1957, and where the funds have been made applicable to 
1955? Iam thinking of what Governor Dempsey suggested, and I 
think you made a similar suggestion. 

Mr. Reynoups. We are favorable to it. 

Chairman Donpero. Do you know of any precedent for that ? 

Mr. Rreyno.tps. No, sir: I do not. 

Chairman Donprro. I am just wondering how that could be met. I 
am not saying I am opposed to it, but how could it be met? 

Mr. Reynotps. I would say this: It is an unprecedented thing to 
do, but it is to meet an unprecede nted highway situation. Our roads 
get worse every day, that is, in their ability to handle the traffic. 

Chairman Donprro. I have been saying that same thing. 

Mr. Reynotps. In other words, it is an unprecedented situation. 
The situation is not unprecedented but it has gotten so bad that it is 
more unprecedented than it has ever been before. And unprecedented 
situations may warrant unprecedented actions. 

Chairman Donpero. You think that the only medicine that will 
cure it is the practice of bringing to the States more money ? 

Mr. Reynotps. No; I would not say that, but I would say that more 
money from the Federal Government would he ‘Ip to the extent that it 
is more money. 

Chairman Donpero. I have been saying that more money is needed, 
together with other members who have introduced bills for the 1: arger 
amount. 

Mr. Dempsey. I think this committee should pass out of this com- 
mittee a bill amending the existing bill and giving to the interstate 
roads additional money if they want it. There is no reason why we 
cannot do it. : 

Chairman Donprro. And take it out of the total amount that the 
bill provides. 

Mr. Dempsey. No. It would be additional. Whatever we put in 
additional will be additional. But we cannot wait another year from 
July 
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Chairman Donp! RO Th Ss bill pro\ ides for an increase of 8500 mil 
1 


on over the bill now in eftect. 


Mr. Scuerer. $225 million 
Mr. Dempsey. $220 million. It provides that much more. The 
President has been very outspoken about the use of this gasoline-tax 
money tor this spec ific cause. | listened to what he said in his state 
of the Nation address, and I do not think he intended to wait for a 
vear from next July to put some of it into effect. And I felt happy 
I listened to him. Because the number of deaths on the highways 
every vear is more than it was the vear previous. It was 38,500 last 
oa 
Mr. Macirowrez. I feel I am in agreement with you in your re- 
ks regarding the population formula, but I am just wondering 


mal 
t you think about the possibility of meeting some of the objectives 
f this formula; not by the method suggested here, but probably by 
increase of the minimum for the States with three-quarters percent 

to | percent probably. 

Mr. Reywnol Our policy used to be 1 percent minimum, It 1s 
now as faras T know. Our policy has not been changed. It might be 
ery food answer to it. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Don't you think that would be a more fair an- 
wer than the one suggested here ? 

Mr. Reynowups. [I once upon a time asked someone who was push 
ing this three-quarters of a percent where he got it, and he said, “I 
just brought it out of thin air.” 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Do you believe if we change that to 1 percent it 
might meet some of the objections and vet be fair to the cities which 
are so much in need of help at this time on their problems ? 

Mr. Reynotps. The difference in the overall sum is not too much 
and it would meet the objections of Governor Dempsey, for example, 
and he would be in favor of it. 

Mr. Dempsey. It is awfully thin, I know. 

Mr. MceGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Reynolds. Mr. Bodine 
was called before and he wasn’t here. We will be glad to hear from 
you now, Mr. Bodine. If you want to file your formal statement and 
make a brief oral statement that would be agreeable. 


STATEMENT OF LEO V. BODINE, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Bovtne. I think this will only take a very few minutes. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you. 

Mr. Boptne. Gentlemen, as you know, my name is Leo V. Bodine. I 
am executive vice president of the National Lumber Manufacturers 
\ssociation, which is a federation of 16 regional lumber associations, 
representative of the lumber manufacturing industry throughout the 
entire United States. 

Iam appearing today to talk about H. R. 7818, a bill to amend and 
uppleme it the Federal Aid Road Act, and I will confine ny remarks 
to that part of section 3 of the bill, which reads as follows: 

* (2) For forest development roads and trails the sum of $22,500,000 for 
the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending 
June 80, 1957: Provided, That with respect to any proposed construction or 
reconstruction of a timber access road, advisory public hearings shall be held at 
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i place convenient or adjacent to the area of construction or reconstruction with 
notice and reasonable opportunity for interested persons to present their views 
as to the practicability and feasibility of such construction or reconstruc- 
Gon °° * 

In behalf of the National Lumber Manufacturers Association and 
its affiliated regional associations and of the lumber industry which it 
represents, I wish to strongly endorse the foregoing provisions of the 
bill and urge that it be approved. The language is identical to that 
contained in the Federal Highway Act of 1952. 

For a long while there has been a great need for a better network 
of forest development roads and trails in order to make possible a 
better execution and administration of long-term forest-land-manage- 
ment plans under which the national forests are operati 

A part of every good forest-management Pp vlan includes the harvest- 
ing of mature jaan in orde r that an oth er crop ot tree Inay grow upon 
the land; and of course it is obvious to all of us that roads must be 
built in order to anable the cutting of trees and the removal of them 
from the forest area to be performed. 

Illustrating this are some figures that I think you will be interested 
in. The potential annual cut from the 73 million acres of commercial 
tvpe forest lands in the national forests has been estimated at 10 
billion feet, but presently less than half that amount is being harvested. 


The re are othe. rp yhases ot any good Torest lan : mMahagement pian 


which are dependent upon the building of roads and a good network 
of roads. One is the removal of wind-thrown timb er which occurs as 
a result of extreme windstorms, and which has occured in various 
wide ly sepa ‘ated pa rts of the United States. Such timber blow down 
has salvage value for a time. The length of time depends on the 
Col ditions. Unless it is re moved, or if 3 it Is allowed to remain on the 
eround it becomes a breeding place for ee ects, and it can mother sa 
sizable insect infest: ition, causing a lot of loss in the heavily timbered 
areas. 

That has happened. It is particularly severe and extreme on the 
west coast at the present time, in the St: ite s of Idaho, Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Montana. 

For the same reason access roads are necessary to enable the salvage 
of disease-killed timber. Because, unless that timber is removed the 
nfestation very shortly gets out of hand and there is a greater kill 
than otherwise occurs. 

And of course last of all and best known of all is the need for a nei 
work of roads to enable the area to have tire protection and the sup 
I ression of fires once they start. 

In the past most of the timber access roads in the national forests 
have been constructed by private operators. Those roads are now a 
part of the national forests road system. That has been a sound and 
practical and a very good way of building a road system. However, 
in some areas there a enopr iV: ile Operators W ith suflici lent Means to k lay 
out large sums of money for road building. In those areas of many 
small operators you will find good operators, sapae of efficiently 
harvesting a part of the Government timber which ought to be sold 
in order to manage the national forests, but unable to spend a sizable 
amount of money on a road system . 

Under circumstances of this sort the Government must step in and 
build roads, if there is to be an orderly pee of cutting and if the 
potential growth capacity of the timbe red area is to be maintaines 
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It isa matter of proper stewardship on the part of the Government 
and it cannot be further allowed to go unattended. 

About half of all the standing timber in the 11 Western States is 
found in the national forests. ‘There are literally thousands of saw- 
mills, small ones in small communities, dependent on this timber; and 
of course there are a great many thousands of employees’ families. 

It is quite true in some of these areas a considerable amount of 
roadbuilding has occurred, and much of the old and aged timber has 
been removed. Where that has happened there is today vigorous 
young stands that will ripen and mature into timber as a valuable 
second ( ‘TOp. 

But there does remain vast forest areas and billions of board-feet 
of virgin timber which is going downhill so fast that it is a matter 
of grave concern. Timber access roads are the key to the solution of 
this problem. 

It is for that reason, and after a vood deal of thought and delibera- 
tion about it, that we people in the lumber industry have come to the 
conclusion and conviction that the authorization of $2214 million 
under the terms of H. R. 7818 represents a minimum amount necessary 
to provide for a reasonably adequate Federal financial participation 
in the building of a network of roads necessary to well-manage the 
national forests. 

In concluding I wish only to invite your attention to one other mat- 
ter or item where I am particularly anxious that there be no misunder- 
standing. It is this: The con truction of timber access roads by the 
Federal Government is in no sense a gratuity to the timber operato1 
who uses such roads and buys Government timber. Timber-access 
roads increase the value of tributary timber; and that increase 
in value is reckoned in terms of sales contracts. When the timber is 
sold and paid for, the Government recovers the cost of the road. 

The United States Treasury also receives substantial revenues from 
the sale of this timber over and above the cost of the road. 

There are actually very few expenditures made by the Federal 
Government that have such self-liquidating features. 

Respectfully we people in the lumber industry urge upon you gentle- 
men that this authorization of $221/ 4 million for each of the fise ‘al years 
1956 and 1957 as provided in the legis ation ought to be enacted for the 
good of the country and the proper management of our future forests. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Bodine. We apprec iate 
your coming, and your statement, without objection, will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 

(The statement of Mr. Bodine is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF LEO VY. BopINE, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL LUMBER 
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


Gentlemen, my name is Leo V. Bodine. I am executive vice president of the 
National Lumber Manufacturers Association, which is a federation of 16 re- 
gional lumber associations, representative of the lumber manufacturing industry 
throughout the entire United States. 

I am appearing today to talk about H. R. 7818, a bill to amend and supple- 


ment the Federal Aid Road Act and I will confine my remarks to that part 
of section 3 of the bill, which reads as follows: 
“e (2) For forest development roads and trails the sum of $22,500,000 for 


the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1957: Provided, That with respect to any proposed construction or re- 
construction of a timber access road, advisory public hearings shall be held at 
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a place convenient or adjacent to the area of construction or reconstruction 
with notice and reasonable opportunity for interested persons to present their 
views as to the practicability and feasibility of such construction or reconstruc- 
won, 9°? oe” 

In behalf of the National Lumber Manufacturers Association and its affiliated 
regional associations and of the lumber industry which it represents, I wish to 
strongly endorse the foregoing provision of the bill and urge that it be approved 
The language is identical to that contained in the Federal Highway Act of 1952 

This provision supplies basic authority for the construction and maintenance 
of timber access roads in the national forests Throughout the West, valuable 
timber resources on the national forests are being lost to the economy through 
windstorms and unprecedented epidemics of insects and diseases. Although 
timber salvage measures are being taken particularly in such areas as Montana 
and Idaho at the present time, these measures must be intensified and broadened 
if additional large-scale losses will not be suffered 

More timber access roads must be provided to open up old-growth timber 
stands and to salvage blowdown and insect-infected timber on the national 
forests. Recent estimates indicate that net losses arising from conditions that 
developed in the 1949-51 period alone may approximate 24, billion feet, worth 
approximately $30 million. 

Most of the timber-access roads in the national forests have been constructed 
by private operators and are now a part of the national forest road system. In 
the current emergency, private facilities should be expanded, but so also should 
Government-financed construction so that the emergency will be met. The 
Government and private operators must work together in solving the problem 
of providing access to the large reservoirs of overripe, dead, and dying Govern- 
ment timber in many areas of the West. They must pool their financial re- 
sources, their efforts, and their know-how They must cooperate to the end 
that these tremendously valuable timber resources may not be lost to the 





economy 

About half of all the standing saw timber in the 11 Western States is found 
on the national forests. Thousands of sawmills are dependent upon such timber. 
The growth of population, industry, and commerce in the West has generated, 
within the past decade, a large demand for lumber and allied forest products 
for use in the expanding economy. At the same time, increased need for lumber 
has been felt in the East as a consequence of similar housing and industrial re- 
quirements. There has developed in the past few years, therefore, a much greater 
demand for national forest timber with which to meet these needs. From the 
standpoint of national forest timber management this demand has been an 
extremely encouraging development. In some areas old deteriorating timber of 
the national forests is now being replaced with vigorous young stands through 
proper cutting. But there still remains vast forest areas and billions of board- 
feet of virgin timber which is going downhill so fast that it is a matter of grave 
concern. Timber access roads are the key to the solution of this problem. 

The 75 million acres of commercial timber in the national forests have an al- 
lowable sustained-yield cut of around 6.6 billion board-feet under present condi- 
tions, we are told. Under good forest land management this can be increased 
to around 10 billion. For the year ending June 30, 1953, a little less than 5.2 
billion feet was cut. This means that about 1.5 billion feet of timber is now avail- 
able each year to be cut but is not being cut. If all of the national forests were 
intensively managed, as indicated, about 4 billion feet of production could be 
added annually to the present allowable cut. This is enough timber to build 
400,000 homes. 

The basic reason why there have been the widespread insect epidemics in 
our national forests for the past few years is timber overmaturity. Efforts 
to control these epidemics have been costly. The recently concluded sprucebark 
beetle project in Colorado cost $3,163,000 and in Oregon and Washington the cost 
of the spruce budworm control job was $2,500,000. In addition to the road 
expenditures in Montana and Idaho in the past year or two, a total cost to control 
the spruce beetle has been estimated at $2,835,000. It has been stated that these 
control projects were desperation measures to forestall the possibility of crippling 
timber losses. If these timber stands could be harvested regularly on a rotation 
basis and no overmaturity was permitted to develop in the regrowth that fol 
lowed, we would thus provide the best possible method of controlling insects and 
diseases. Young, vigorous-growing trees ordinarily can resist these enemies 
of the forest. Timber-access roads, therefore, which permit the harvesting of 
timber, are an economy measure which not only pay their way by opening up the 
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valuable timber resources, but also provide a means of saving large sums of 
money that would have to otherwise be expended later for insect and disease 
control 

We believe that mainline timber-access roads constructed from appropriations 
for forest roads and trails should be those roads which cannot be quickly and 
adequately financed by timber operators. They should be roads located and 
designe os with the primary purpose of removing overripe and otherwise mature 
national forest timber. Road engineering standards should be fiexible and 
practicable and load limits established to permit maximum operating economies. 
Advisory public hearings should be held so that the public can see to it that it 
receives the most for its timber access road investment. We believe that the 
authorization of $2214 million is a minimum amount which (together with 
unused amounts of past authorizations and allocations from the 10 percent 
of receipts fund) would provide for reasonably adequate Federal financed 
participaion in the huge Government private roadbuilding job that is so urgently 
needed 

lhe construction of timber-access roads by the Federal Government is not a 
cratuity to the timber operator who uses such roads and buys Government timber 
made accessible thereby. Timber-access roads increase the value of tributary 
timber When the timber is sold and paid for, the Government recovers the cost 
of the road. The United States Treasury also receives substantial revenues 
from the sale of this timber over and above the cost of the road. There are very 
few expenditures made by the Federal Government that have such self-liquidating 
features. After careful consideration of the timber-access-road problem, and 
giving full recognition to the need for Federal economy, we believe that an 
authorization of $2214 million, as provided in this legislation, should be con 
tinued for the fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 


Mr. McGreeor. Are there any questions by any of the members? 

Mr. Oaxman. I would like to ask Mr. Bodine a question. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Oakman, of Michigan. 

Mr. Oaxkman. You state by inference that the construction of this 
type of roadway is more or less of a self-liquidating project over a 
period of years, and that it will be more or less of a revolving fund 
and we will get it back with the sale of the timber on the national 
forest lands and increase the pric e for our lumber. Is that correct’ 

Mr. Boptne. Yes, sir. That is correct. You will find the bidding 
on timber sales in areas where there is easy accessibility, is much 
higher. Access is always an item in the determination of the prices. 

Mr. Oaxman. This committee last summer visited the Olympk 
Forest in Washington and other areas. They were unable to get at 
the timber to get it out of there, and the timber was dving. The stand 
of lumber was wasting away. 

Mr. , DINE. T hat is one of your problems. 

Mr. Oakman. They took huge tree trunks and crosscut them and 
showed us how the lumber was worthless because it was overripe. 

Have you ever given thought to the Re ea under the jurisdiction 
of the Bureau of Public Roads but with the appre possibly 
coming through the Department of Commerce or the Forest Service, 
of setting up a fund which over a period of years could be revolving 
and self-liquidating in the end? 

Mr. B DINE. I believe a good deal of thought has been given to it. 
In fact I think there is a measure before the Congress which we con 
sider aenne something about that problem now, along the lines you 
have indi ‘ated 

Mr. Oaxman. That is all. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much. If there are no other ques- 
tions we thank you very much Mr. Bodine for your statement. We 
appreciate it very much. 
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The next witness is Matt Triggs, assistant legislative director of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. He needs no introduction to 
us. Matt, we are glad to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Triees. It always is a pleasure to appear before this committee, 
Mr. Chairman, even though I neve) expect an easy time. We have a 
statement which is very short. It is % minutes in reading time. 1 
could summarize it but my summary will take just as long as the 
reading of the statement. 

Mr. McGreeor. It has been suggested, Mr. Triggs that you sum 
marize it and we can ask questions. 

Mr. Triecs. All right. The American Farm Bureau Federation 
favors an increased measure of responsibility by State governments 
for highway construction: and a reduction in Federal partic ipation 
in the financing of highway ae except during periods in wh 1c : 
increased Federal expenditures may be desirable to aid in reversing 
a downward trend in economic saa 

We believe that the Federal] easoline tax should be terminated, 
leaving this source of revenue available to the States. 

State governments are assuming their responsibilities in this field 
of an expanded program of highway construction. State and loca 

appropriations of funds for the construction and maintenance of 
highwe ays are reaching unprecedented oa 

In 1953 they 1 reached the record level of $4.3 billion, and this 1 
only the final vear in a series of vears, te ach year of which State 
and local allocation of money for idelvesy purposes reached a new 
record, 

I think it is reasonably clear that during the years immediately 
ahead the construction of highways and the allocation of funds 
thereto by State and loeal governments will be at unprecedented 
levels. This is as it should be. 

The only reason why we are using these factual data is to demon 
strate that the State governments are assuming this responsibility 
Furthermore, State governments are far more able financially to 
finance ane xpanded program of highway construction than the Fed 
eral Government. The status of the Federal debt and the fact that 
the Federal Government has been in the black only 3 years out of the 
last 20 is well known to members of the committee. 

Unless we are to resort to deficit financing as our fiseal way ¢ f life 
we should examine very carefully any increase in Federal expendi 
tures of any kind. 

On the other hand, State governments are in relatively good shape 
from the standpoint of being able to finance an expanded program 
The total State debt of the 48 State governments at the end of fiscal 
1952 was under $7 billion. 

Our position on this matter is influenced by a strong belief in the 
concept of States’ rights and State responsibilities; in the importance 
of maintaining strong, independent, and responsible State and local 
governments, 

It is our conviction that the major threat to the maintenance of 
strong, independent, and responsible State and local government is 
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the tendency for the Federal Government to preempt the sources of 
revenues and to assume responsibilities that should be retained by 
State governments. As the Federal Government assumes additional 
responsibilities it must tap additional sources of revenue; and it is 
argued since the States do not have tax sources available to them, that 

i reason why they cannot take on new responsibilities, and the Fed 
eral Government must do so. 

And so the cycle turns toward ever-increasing concentration of 
power and authority and responsibility in the Federal Government. 
If the trend toward this concentration of authority and responsibility, 
and the expenditure ot money continues, it looks as though States will 
eventually become merely administrative agencies for the Federal 
Government. 

We are for the principle of State rights. But the other side of the 
same coin is State responsibility. States rights will not long survive 
the continuous assumption by the Federal Government of functions 
which can and should be undertaken by State governments. 

The Farm Bureau is opposed to the principle of linkage. If the 
principle of linkage is established this will make it more difficult to 
terminate the Federal gasoline tax. But some of the bills under con- 
sideration by this committee, by fixing the level of Federal appropria- 
tions at essentially the level of the Federal gasoline tax, come very 
close to establishing the principle of linkage. 

If the principle of linkage is to become established in our concept 
and law, then it seems to us that the next logical and wholly justifiable 
step is the exemption of nonhighway uses from the Federal gasoline 
tax. We are not making this recommendation at this time because 
of the current increased interest in, and the possibility that the Fed- 
eral gasoline tax may be terminated in the next few years. 

In view of these considerations the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion recommends that the authorization for primary, secondary, and 
urban roads be established for fiscal 1956 and 1957 at $500 million. 
With respect to the other appropriations we do not have a recommen- 
dation for a specific amount, except that we do believe the same con- 
siderations of economy should be followed in fixing the amounts for 
such other purposes. 

I am confident if our board of directors had known of the large 
increase under consideration with respect to interstate highways, I 
am confident that they would have had a specific recommendation con- 
siderably less than the figure in some of the bills before you. 

Finally, we are not unmindful of the fact that during periods of 
deflation and unemployment that Federal exependitures may and 
should be used for anticyclical purposes to reduce downward trends 
in employment and business acivity. We feel that highways are 
ideally suited to this purpose; that the administrative setup exists 
to convert these funds expeditiously into constructive employment, 
and that no difficulty would be experienced at such time in obtaining 
the increased authorizations that would be indicated as being re- 
quired by that situation. . 

We favor very much the second provision of section 1 of H. R. 7818, 
to transfer to the States the authority to establish standards and speci- 
fications, and we feel confident that the States are competent to per- 
form this responsibility. 

Thank you, sir. 
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Mr. McGreeor. Thank you, Mr. 'Triggs. Without objection, your 
prepared statement will be inserted in the record at this point. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. 'Triggs is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY MArr TrRieGs, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DirectoR, AMERICAN FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION 


The American Farm Bureau Federation favors an increased measure of re- 
sponsibility by State governments for highway construction; and a reduction 
in Federal participation in the financing of highway programs, except during 
periods in which increased Federal expenditures may be desirable to aid in 
reversing a downward trend in economic activity. 

We believe the Federal gasoline tax should be terminated, leaving this source 
of revenue available to the States 

State governments are assuming their responsibilities in this field. During the 
past 8 years since World War II 37 States have made a total of 48 increases in 
State gasoline taxes. This has boosted the average tax rate by 25 percent to an 
average of 5.5 cents per gallon." During the past year 5 States have increased 
their gasoline tax, 10 States have increased registration fees, and 9 States have 
authorized bonds for an expanded program of highway construction.*? Additional 
States are now in the process of studying their highway programs with the 
probability that expanded construction programs may be undertaken in the 
near future. An increasing number of States have enacted constitutional 
amendments or legislation to prohibit diversion of gasoline taxes to nonhighway 
purposes, or have otherwise followed a nondiversion policy. 

As a result of these factors and the increased use of gasoline, State and local 
revenues contributed for highway and street purposes have nearly doubled since 
1947 and in 1953 total an estimated $4.3 billion.” There is every reason to believe 
that State and local revenues for highway purposes will continue to increase 
in the years ahead. 

When we add to this the fact that there has been a substantial reduction in 
construction costs during 1955, it is clear that in 1954 our highway construction 
program will reach unprecedented proportions. 

This is as it should be. The purpose of making this comparison is to demon 
strate that State governments are making real progress in undertaking theit 
responsibility for highway construction 

Not only are State governments assuming an increasing measure of responsi- 
bility for their highway programs but they are financially much more able to do 
so than the Federal Government The debt status of the Federal Government 
and the fact that the Federal budget has been in the black only 3 years out of 
the past 20 years is well Known to you 








Unless we are to resort to continuous deficit financing as our fiscal way ol 
life we should weigh with utmost cure iny proposal to substanti illy crease 
Federal expenditures in any field 

On the other hand, most State governments are in relatively good financial 
circumstances as compared to the Federal Government The most recent Census 
Bureau report on this is for fiscal 1952 At the end of fiscal 1952 the total 
indebtedness of the 48 State governinents Was $6,874 million 

Our position in this connection is influenced by a strong belief in the concept 
of States rights and responsibilities, in the importance of maintaining strong, 
independent, and responsible State and local governments 

It is our conviction that the major threat to the maintenance of strong, 


independent, and responsible State and local government is the tendency for 
the Federal Government to preempt the source of revenues and to assume respon- 
sibilities that should be retained by State governments As the Federal Gov 
ernment assumes additional responsibilities it must tap additional sources of 
revenue that otherwise would be available to the States. It is then argued 
that the States are unable to assume certain responsibilities because of a short- 


Tax Economics Bulletin, American Petroleum Institute 
? National Highway Users Conference. 
* Compendium of State Government Finances in 1952 Bureau of the Census 
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age of funds This is used as an argument for still further expansion of Federal 

‘sponsibility—which in turn requires more Federal revenue—and so the cycle 
turns toward every increasing concentration of power and authority in the Fed- 
eral Government 

Unless present trends in the direction of Federal preemption of tax income and 
assumption of ever more comprehensive responsibilities by the Federal Govern- 
are reversed, State governments are likely to become little more than 
administrative agencies for Federal programs 

We are for the principle of State rights. The other side of the same coin is 
ite responsibility States rights will not long survive the assumption by the 
ederal Government of responsibilities which can and should be undertaken by 
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r} American I Bureau Federation is firmly opposed to the principle of 
linkage between Federal gasoline taxes and Federal highway appropriations at 
the Federal level If this principle were to become established this probably 
would defer indefinitely the termination of the Federal gasoline tax. But some 


by this committee, by establishing the level of 


ghway programs at substantially the level of the 
Federal gasoline tax, come close to establishing the principle of linkage. 

If the principle of linkage were to become established, the next logical and 

tifiable step must be to exempt from Federal tax all gasoline used for non- 
highway purposes. We are not making this recommendation at this time because 
of the current interest in, and the possibility of, terminating the Federal tax on 
gasoline within the next few years 

In view of these considerations the American Farm Bureau Federation recom- 
mends that the authorization for primary, secondary, and urban highways as 
th in section 1 of most of the bills before the committee be established at 
S500 million, With respect to the other money authorizations proposed we do 
not have any recommendations as to the specific amounts Which should be pro- 
vided, but we do recommend that the same considerations of economy be recog- 
nized. Had our board of directors been informed with respect to the large in- 
crea contemplated for interstate highways, I am confident they would have 


rged specific figure far below the amounts now proposed for fiscal 1955, 1956, 


the bills under considerati 





Federal appropriations for 








o7, in some of the bills the committee has under consideration. 
hat in periods of deflation 
and unemployment, it may be determined to be desirable to utilize government 
expenditures in addition to tax reductions to aid in reversing a downward 


cycle of economic activity. Highway construction is well 


In this connection we are not unmindful of the fact t 








suited for this purpose 
ecause the administrative setup exists to make expeditious use of such funds 
or constructive purposes However, we do not believe that under such cirecum- 


stances any difficulty would be experienced in obtaining expeditious action on 
legislation to increase the authorization The authorization at this time should 
t be based upon the assumption that anticyclical expenditures will be needed 


i fiscal 1956 and 1957 

In order to be sure that each State highway department has an adequate 
program of advance planning to permit expeditious action with respect to any 
expanded program that might be undertaken for anticyclical purposes we would 
favor any necessary provision to assure that such commissions have a “shelf” 
of projects on which they could be prepared to proceed expeditiously. 

We very much favor the second proviso of section 1 of H. R. 7818, to transfer 
to State highway departments the responsibility for design and specifications for 
secondary roads Ve believe State highway departments are competent to 
establish and maintain standards adequate to an improved highway system. 

The opportunity to present the viewpoints of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation to the committee is apprec iated 





Mr. McGregor. I would like to ask you one question: Do you feel 
that the users of the highways, the automobile and truck drivers, have 
been receiving 2 fair share of the amount of money they have been 
paying in gasoline taxes? 

Mr. Trices. I am wondering if your question does not assume that 
the principle of linkage is applied. 

Mr. McGrecor. I am leaving linkage entirely out of that. You can 
answer it very easily. Do you honestly feel that the users of the 
highways, your farmers and my farmers, have been getting a fair 
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share of the 2 cents Federal gasoline tax that they have been paying 

Mr. Scuerer. The farmers have. 

Mr. Triees. Let me say we do not believe this is a desirable form of 
taxation for the purposes of collecting general revenue. 

Mr. McGregor. You can answer my question. Do you think that 
they have been getting a fair share of it? 

Mr. Trices. Your assumption is still that the principle of linkage 
is applied. 

Mr. McGrecor. I have not mentioned linkage. You ean say whether 
r not you think they have been getting a fair share. 

Mr. Triags. We say the question is not related. The amount of 
money that is coll ted from the Federal gasoline tax has nothing to 
do with the amount that is allocated for highway purposes. There- 
fore, you cannot say that they are not getting a fair share. 

Mr. McGreeor. I am asking you, in your opinion, do you feel the 
people who use the highways are vetting a fair share of the tax they 
ire paying in’ You can answer that question. 

Mr. Trices. I will answer yes. 

Mr. McGreogor. You think they have been getting a fan * share 

Mr. TRIGGS. Yes, altl ough this isa little bit like as king, H: ive you 
stopped heating your wife? 

Mr. McGrecor. No, it is not. Then you think $575 million is a 
sufficient amount to build the roads we want. That is all the qeustions 
[have. Are there any other questions? 

Chairman Donpero. Do you think the legislatures of the 48 States, 
Mr. Triggs, would enact legislation to oe the 2-cents-a-gallon 
Federal tax on evasoline that is now collected |} the Federal Govern- 
ment if the Federal Government withdraws trou that field? 

Mr. Triecs. Mr. Dondero, lam sure I do not know. Ithink a great 
many of them will. This is in response to the people’s demand for 
better highways, and we must have better highways, but let us also 
Say if it does not work out this way we are quite satisfied to leave this 
question with the people of each State. They will buy as much high- 
Way as they Want to spend. We are pe erfectly satisfied to leave that to 
their judgment. We think in the great majority of cases they will 
buy more highways. 

Chairman Donprro. The chairman introduced a bill to extend the 
one-half-cent-a- gallon Iederal gasoline tax, in the belief I have that 
most of our highway ills could be cured if we had the money to do it 
with and if it comes back to us. Many of us are fearful the States 
would not reenact or pass legislation to Impose 2-cents-a-gallon tax on 
the people of the States through their State legislatures, and that is 
why I think it should be left where it is. 

Mr. Triaes. Let me point out in that connection there have been 
{8 increases of States gasoline taxes in 37 States in the past 7 years I 
believe. This is pretty good evidence of the fact that the States are 
willing to assume their responsibilities in this field, and they are in- 
creasing their expenditures of money each year to a new and un- 
precedented level, each year higher than the year before. 

So this gives pretty good evidence that ther ‘y are willing to spend 
money for highways. 

Chairman Donpero. Do you approve of the idea of abolishing the 
Bureau of Public Roads? 

Mr. Triaas. No, we do not, sir. 
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Chairman Donpero. That is all. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Triggs, do you think it is fair to require the States 
to put up money for roads through Government lands when the Fed- 
eral Government owns 50 percent, 75 percent, and sometimes 90 per 
cent of the land area in the re spec tive States / 

Mr. Trices. No, sir. We feel there is quite an appropriate place 
in the total picture for the appropriation of money by the Federal 
Congress with consideration to the need to correct that situation and 
other situations. 

Mr. AnGeLu. In other words, where the Federal Government owns 
most of the land in the State the obligations should be on the Fed 
eral Government to provide the roads in Government-owned areas. 

Mr. Trias. I think it does place an obligation there. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. I understood you to say the States were indebted in 
the amount of $8 billion ? 

Mr. Triaes. It is just under $7 billion at the end of fiseal 1952. 

Mr. Dempsey. Suppose about $273 billion is the last national debt 
report I received. Who owes that ? 

Mr. Triacs. Who owes it ? 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. Triccs. The Government owes it to the people. 

Mr. Demrsry. Who are they ¢ 

Mr. Triccs. The same people that the State governments owe 
money to. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is what I thought. So the people owe about 
$281 billion. Is that right? 

Mr. Trices. It makes a lot of difference, of course, as to whether 
the people do or do not owe themselves SI80 billion. 

Mr. Demesey. They do not owe themselves, but they owe th: at—you 
mean the peop le thought the Federal Government’s word was good 
and they invested their money, and you think they will not get it 
back ? 

Triaes. No. There is no question of the financial integrity of 
ie Federal Government at ae 

Mr. Dempsey. That is right. 

Mir. Trees. But contn a deficit financing does jeopardi ze the 
value of the dollar and the value of the investment of every person in 
Government bonds. 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. I understand about that. Let me ask you 
another question. You represent a very large farm group. You 
pay the Federal gasoline tax, of course, do you not ? 

Mr. Trices. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. How much do you pay where it goes to the State? 
Not any of it except where you use the highways. You pay no tax 
on gasoline for farm use. 

Viv ago Gs. Farm peop le are gene rally exempted as far as State 
taxation of gasoline for nonhighway purposes is concerned. 

Mr. Dempsey. In some States they are and in some States they are 
not, 

Mr. Trices. That is correct. 

Mr. Dempsey. But they are not exempt from the Federal tax. 

Mr. Trices. That is correct 

Mr. Dempsey. So if you can get the States to take over the 2 cents 
vou would not pay anything, would you? 





1 at * Nala aa OI 


) 















FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 S7 


Mr. Trices. That is one reason why we are for State gas taxation 
rather than Federal. 

Mr. Demrsry. If I represented your organization maybe 1 would 
feel like you do, but I do not. You do not want your organization 
paying any tax at all, do you? 

Mr. Triaes. That is not correct. We have no objection whatsoever to 
payment of State gasoline taxes for gasoline used on highways and 
we feel we should. 

Mr. Dempsey. But you would not have to pay to the States, would 
you?! i 

Mr. Triecs. For highway use, yes. 

Mr. Dempsey. But you would not have to pay it if it went back to 
the State. 

Mr. Triaes. We would if it were for highway use. 

Mr. Dempsey. But you pay it now even if it is off the highway. 

Mr. Tries. We pay Federal tax for off-highway use. 

Mr. Dempsey. But on highway use—and for 4 years I was Governor 
of New Mexico—in one county we refunded more tax than we collected. 

Mr. Trices. That is a good deal. 

Mr. Demresry. And they were not all farmers over there. 

Mr. Tries. I come from California and I can assure you that is not 
the case in California. The requests for refunds are carefully audited 
and are not necessarily allowed at all. 

Mr. Dempsey. I am sure they are. I go out there for relaxation 
sometimes just to see how be autifuly you do it. I think it would be 
more patriotic if you paid a share of this gasoline Federal tax. I 
listened to you with a lot of interest because, not having any basis for 
what you say, you say it well. 

Mr. Triacs. I appreciate that, Congressman. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I have one question. I am very pleased to have 
you say you believe in good roads. Of course you believe that in order 
to have good roads you must pay for them. I would like to ask one 
question. If this Federal gasoline tax were terminated as you suggest, 
could the American Farm Bureau f ‘ederation then recommend to the 
States the reenactment of this tax ? 

Mr. Trices. No, sir, we would not, because the American Farm 
Bureau Federation is a confederation of State farm bureaus and they 
would consider that as a policy that it should be left entirely to 
the States. I have no doubt a great many of our State farm bureaus 
would be for an increase in the State gasoline tax under those cir 
cumstances. 

The reason why I say I am confident is because they have been so in 
the past. State farm bureaus have been very active in the promotion 
of good highway programs in their States. 

Mr. Macurowrez. P roviding it does not cost them any money. 

Mr. Tries. They do. It costs them the same amount of money it 
does anybody else, because they pay taxes on gasoline used for high 
way purposes. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Would you personally recommend to your own 
State legislature the reenactment of this tax if it were terminated on 
the Federal basis? 

Mr. Trices. I do not thi t would be necessary in the case of 
California. They are going aliead with a most vigorous program 
Mr. M ACHROWICZ. Would you recomme! d it ¢ 
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Mr. Trices. As an individual citizen, yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. The gentleman from California, Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Triggs, do you believe that the highways at the 
yresent time are thoroughly adequate to serve the public? 

Mr. Trices. I do not. I know they are not. 

Mr. Scupper. Would you not believe that the best way to get money 
for highway construction would be through a gasoline tax, that is, a 
user’s tax? 

Mr. Triages. Well, that 1s correct. 


Mr. Scupper. Then you are really in accord with what we are trying 
to do to divert this money to the construction hes roads, we do not want 
it to be lost in the general fund. We feel the people who are using 


the highways and buying gasoline are the ones who are best able to 
pay for the better highways because they get a return for their 
money. The better the highways the less gas they are going to use 
to travel. 

Mr. Triaes. We have supported State antidiversion measures on 
many occasions in many States, and I expect we will if the oppor 
tunity ar es agaln. We fee] there is where the principle of linkage 
should be applied rather than at the Federal level. 


Mr. Scupprer. I have always understood it to be the neral attitude 


uy 
of the Farm Bureau, that mone, collected for a de Anite purpose 
should be expended for that purpose, and we feel this is the place 
where @as tax Is Nee ie sate 
Mr. Oaxman. Mr. Chairman. I would like to ask Mr. Triggs this 
question. You agree nm at the States by and large and the — 


therein take a pretty firm stand on diversion of the State in posed and 
collected gasoline taxes. 

Mr. Trices. That is right. 

Mr. Oaxman. In other words, 41 or 42 States have either by con 
stitutional amendments or by joint acts of the legislature passed legis 
lation at the State level. Do you not feel that if the American people 
figure that this is morally right at the State level that they feel even 
more strongly about the federally imposed and collected gasoline 
tax! 

Mr. Trices. Again I say if you once accept the principle of linkage, 
that iscorrect. We do not accept the principle of linkage with respect 
to gasoline tax any more than we accept the principle of linkage with 
respect to the transportation tax. If we did we would assume all of 
the money collected on the transportation tax would have to be spent 
for the users of that transportation. 

Mr. Oaxman. So that we will not have any misunderstanding I 
want you to know that I am very fond of the fine principles that your 
organization stands for. I think they are very sound, and that they 
are the things upon which this country has grown great. You 
farmers do a lot of driving back and forth to town to get your 
supplies. 

You point out the average State tax is now 514 cents a gallon and 
you also have a federally imposed gasoline tax of 2 cents a gallon 
which is 714 cents a gallon, or an average of a half a cent a mile for 
every mile traveled. 

You disregard the theory of the other linkage, and yet the Federal 
Government has collected in the past 20 years approximately $9 bil- 
lion from federally imposed motor fuel taxes, and only half of that 
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has gone back into roads. If there had been a litle bit more of that 
linkage during the 20 years and if that money had gone back to the 
States on a matching basis throughout those years we would not have 
the dearth of modern, safe highways that we have today. 

You are as human as the next fellow, and probably more so. As the 
Governor pointed out, 38,300 people were killed on American high 
ways last year, and a million and a third people were injured. 

The last words that the late Senator Tobey, of New Hampshire, 
uttered before the United States Senate when they were trying to 
delete the highway safety program from the ICC budget was that 
“we should not trade lives for dollars.” You subscribe to that, do 
you not ¢ 

: Mr. Triaes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. OaKman. Is there not such a thing as enlightned economy ? 
Are there not places where we should economize and other places where 
we should spend more money ¢ 

. Mr. Trices. Yes. On occasion we have supported increases in Fed- 
eral appropriation, and we will again do so. 

Mr. Oakman, I agree with you, if you could collect this money and 
do it just at the State level it would be much better. I agree the 
Federal Government preempted practically all forms of taxation 
known to the mind of man, and T do not like it. That is what has 
been the cause of the strong centralized powers of government; but 
you realize and I realize we must have a strong system of interstate 
highways to protect the economy and the national defense of this 
Nation. 

If you abolish the Federal gasoline tax at this moment how will you 
deve lop this coordinated system that must run from ocean to ocean and 
from Canada to the gulf and to Mexico? 

Mr. Trices. We would support a substantial appropriation of Fed 
eral funds for the highways even though there were no Federal gaso- 
line tax. It might be more difficult to get but we would believe you 
are justified in doing it in terms of coordinating the national highway 
program. 

Mr. McGrercor. Are there any other questions of Mr. Triggs by 
the members ¢ 

If there are no other questions, thank you very much Mr. Triggs. 
We appreciate hearing your statement. 

We have two more witnesses who will not take very long, I believe. 

. The next is Lloyd C. Halvorson, deputy director of the National 
Grange. We are glad to hi: ave you with us and I want to say we ap- 
preciate the activities of the Grange with the Farm Bureau in behalf 
of this particular legislation, They were consulted, and went over 

. the bill with us. We may not all be in accord, but at least we appre- 
ciate your help. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD C. HALVORSON, ECONOMIST, THE NATIONAL 
GRANGE 


Mr. Hatvorson. It is a privilege to be here, Mr. Congressman, to 
present the views of the Grange on this subject. 
Road construction and maintenance has not kept pace with the 
increase in the number of cars, the increase in their use, and their 
increased performance. We have come to the point where inade- 
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quate roads are costing us time, money, and lives. Most every motor- 
ist and truck driver has encountered the frustration and vexation of 
inadequate roads and would like to see the situation remedied. 

Mr. Scuerer. I like that statement. Where has your study indi- 

cated that frustration and vexation exists on our highways? 

Mr. Hatvorson. It exists probably throughout the entire road 
system. 

Mr. Scuerer. Where in the greatest degree? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Our folks on rural roads think it is mainly there, 
but they also know there is considerable on the primary highway sys- 
tem and know sometimes it takes a little longer for their trucks to 
reach the markets. 

Mr. Scuerer. Are you familiar with the testimony taken by this 
committee in the early part of this year? 

Mr. Haxrvorson. Not too familiar because someone else in the Na- 
tional Grange handled this Grange testimony at that time, and I have 
just taken this field on in the last couple of days. 

Mr. Scuerer. That testimony indicated overwhelmingly that the 
frustration and vexation exists in and about the big cities of this 
country. 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes. We think wherever it exists it should be 
cured. 

Mr. Scurrer. And that is where we should direct our money to cure 
that condition, where the condition is most serious. 

Mr. Hatvorson. 2. The universal reception which movements for 
adequate roads have received indicates the thoroughgoing public in- 
terest in adequate roads. One bit of evidence is the willingness of 
the people to pay tolls for using toll roads. At the same time most 
organizations (that I know of) are in principle opposed to toll roads, 
but highway users have been forced to accept this method of financing 
in some cases or go without the needed facility. 

It would be very unfortunate if through inadequate road-financing 
progr: ums, the public is forced to turn more and more to the toll device 
which is an expensive way to get highw: ays and entails unnecessary 
inconvenience. 

At its last annual session the National Grange favored more ade- 
quate roads and highways but said, “the toll method is not favored 
as a general method of highway financing.” 

The most difficult problems in developing a road program are: 
(1) How much can me afford to spend ¢ 
(2) Where should the money come from ? 
(3) How should Federal aid be allocated ¢ 
(4) How much Federal control should there be? 

4. Estimates of road funds needed in the next 15 years to bring 
our roads up to adequacy range from $50 billion to $100 billion. From 
what contact I have had with highway engineers and economists, I 
have the definite impression that we must greatly increase highway 
funds above the present level if we are to reach our goal of adeuate 
roads and without widespread recourse to toll roads. 

Considering the importance of adequate roads to safety, saving of 
time, wear and tear, lowering of insurance costs, efficiency of market- 
ing, free flow of commerce, and the pleasure of traveling, I definitely 
believe the people of the United States would gladly put up with the 
taxes necessary to attain adequate roads in the next 10 to 15 years. 
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5. In reoard to where the money should come from, the National 
Grange has a long record of favoring Federal aid. Federal aid i 
necessary for nl number ot reasons, among them being the need 
work out an integrated highway system from State to State, from East 
to West, and North to South. Another reason is that some States are 
so sparsely populated they they do not have enough highway funds 
to build highways to accommodate modern civilization. 

Per capita income among the States varies at least by 100 percent 
from the lowest to the highest. The flow of commerce is a national 
concern because people in our heavily populated States are interested 
in getting beef from Wyoming and are also interested in selling them 
Cars, shoes, clothing, and so on, As a Nation we are interested 1 
knowing that all of our citizens, no matter what State they live in, 
have good enough roads to have access to emergency medical care, 
education, cultural activities, and mail. 

6. I find no guide in our Grange policies as to how much of our 
highway costs should come from the Federal Government. I have 
heard people in some of our State Granges say their State would be 
hard put to raise enough State money to match the Federal highw: ay 
aid. However, the Grange has adopted resolutions saying, “The 
50-50 matching basis should be continued.” 

The Grange has gone along with the past level of Federal aid, but 
in our tax policies the National Grange has strongly urged curtail 
ment of Federal expel nditures. In the event of a recession or even 
unsettled economic conditions we would favor increased Federal aid 
for highways as a highly desirable form of public works. Compared 
with the billions we spend for defense, 300 million extra dollars for 
roads is a small amount but might help ease the transition as defense 
( +o nditures taper off. 

At our on annual session the National Grange in its tax policy 
reaiirined 4 s long-established opposition to the levy ing of Federal 
maaan excise taxes as a means of securing funds for general reve- 
nue purposes. In addition, our tvemepertation policy calls for the 
pager of the automotive excise taxes. In view of the budgetary defi- 

it, this policy may have to wait for fulfillment. It is my opinion that 
the delegate body of the National Grange would ee a substantial 
increase in Federal highway funds as provided in H. R. 7818 in view 
of the present budgetary deficit, unless it polation economically wise 
to increase — works to firm up the economy. 

The National Grange has favored Federal aid for roads even 
sisi it has opposed the Federal automotive excise taxes. We have 
always felt that because all citizens have a stake in highways from the 
standpoint of national defense, interstate flow of commerce, mail, and 
national culture and citizenship, that Federal aid for highways should 
come from general budgetary receipts and not from highway-user 
taxes, 

The benefits from Federal aid to highways are general and wide- 
spread and bear no direct relationship to automotive use. Further- 
more, the States are hard pressed for highway funds, and the Federal 
i) excise tax is really an infringement upon a tax that prop 
erly belongs to the States. Already gasoline and oil prices are very 
high, and for the Federal Government to maintain its gasoline and 
oil tax is n arly to preclude the States from raising the highw: av money 
they need to cdo their part in ach vine adequate row | 
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9. I am confident that our Grange delegate body would oppose that 
language in section 2 (a) which ‘links any part of the Federal aid 
funds to the Federal automotive excise taxes. Even if we should 
resign ourselves to a continuation of the Federal automotive excise 
taxes until the budget permits further tax cuts, linkage now would 
probably weld the automotive excise taxes to our Federal tax structure 
permanently. 

10. Some might argue that we would have to abolish or greatly 
curtail Federal aid to roads if we abolished the Federal automotive 
excise taxes; and that if this happened the States would not raise 
gasoline and oil taxes to make up for the abolition of the Federal 
tax. If this happened we would have less money for roads than 
ever. 

We challenge this line of reasoning. In the first place. we believe 
there is ample justification for having the present level of Federal aid 
without a Federal automotive excise tax (as indicated above). In 
the second place, highway-user groups are determined to bring about 
more adequate roads and are org: anized in most every State to see to 
it that as much money as is economically feasible is raised from 
State automotive excise taxes. For these reasons withdrawal of the 
Federal Government from the automotive excise tax field would 
increase funds available for highway construction. 

11. I should also point out how unfairly the Federal automotive 
excise taxes fall upon farmers. In 1952 the cost to farmers of operat- 
ing motor equipment came to $2.1 billion. Many farmers use g@aso- 
line in their tractors and stationary engines, and a long list of auto 
motive parts and accessories used in farm equipment are subjected to 
the tax. Net farm income is down so low that this Federal automotive 
tax as it hits farmers is appalling. 

The National Grange was very active in establishing the 1944 
allocation formula which gave 45 percent of the aid to the primary 
system, 35 percent to the secondary system, and 20 percent to urban 
streets and roads. Our members were disappointed when the 1948 
act reduced the rural-road share to 30 percent. 

13. Out of the 3.3 million miles of roads, alleys, and streets in our 
Nation, 3 million are in rural districts. From this we see the terrific 
road burden that falls upon a minority of our people. Farmers do not 
ask that all these roads be hard-surfaced, but he does want roads that 
are passable, and they do want to connect with secondary roads that 
provide expeditious, safe and economical travel and hauling. The 
present network of secondary roads is by no means adequate, judging 
by my own experience. There are some secondary roads that are not 
passable in the spring and in rainy spells, and which are too narrow to 
permit Snow plows to go through. Such roads are truly missing links 
in our road system and should have the highest order of priority and 
a on funds. 

. This is not too much to expect in view of the fact that roads are 
necessary for emergency medical care, for mail, and necessary living 
supplies. Furthermore, about 4 million children ride to school daily 
over the secondary and feeder roads of our Nation. 

The Nation is like an organic whole. If the hinterland is not 
well connected with the cities, then both the cities and the farms suffer. 
Free flow of commerce nourishes both the people on the farms and in 
the cities. 
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16. For these reasons we are opposed to section 2 (a) for authoriz- 
ing $200 million outside the 45-30-25 formula and giving it all to the 
interstate system. If this $200 million is to be author ized for Federal 
- , it should fall within the formula and be allocated accordingly. 

There is undoubtedly no group of people in the United States 
a have to spend as much money, from other than highway-user 
taxes sources, for roads, than farm people. Farm income is now so 
low that without a fair sharing of Federal aid farmers may not in the 
next 10 or 15 years get out of the mud. 

18. As to the amount of Federal control over the use of Federal-aid 
funds, it is, of course, essential that there be enough Federal control to 
insure an integrated national highway system. 

19. Three years ago the National Grange adopted a statement as 
follows: 

Therefore, in the interest of uniformity, road standards recommended by the 
American Association of State Highway Officials should be considered minimum 
for receiving Federal aid for road building below which no State should go, but 
above which they might go if they so desired. Standards of road construction 
especially on the 40,000 interstate highway system and the remaining Federal 
primary and secondary system should be high enough to handle trucks designed 
and loaded in conformity with AASHO recommendations, Until present road 
studies on sizes and Weights are completed, we recommend that no changes be 
made in size and weight laws for heavy trucks beyond the recommendations of 
AASHO in the interest of protecting our highways from undue deterioration 
from excessive axle loadings. 

20. There has been no Grange declaration on the matter of road 
standards since 1951, but I am confident that our people today feel 
that as far as the re ary road system is concerned it is desirable 
to give the States full say as to what standards of. construction should 
be maintained. We Maire heard complaints from some States that 
the present Federal requirements for secondary roads are so severe 
that there would never be enough money to get the farmers out of 
the mud. 

21. We endorse the idea of giving the States 25 percent flexibility 
in the use of the funds authorized for the (1) primary, (2) secondary, 
and (3) urban road system. It is quite true that the sufficiency rating 
of the various types of roads may be so unequal in a State as to justify 
channeling more money into one category of roads than the strict 
45-30-25 division would allow. 

22. I am attaching an appendix which gives the highway policies 
adopted by the National Grange last November. 

IT am sorry, Mr. Chairman; I read very fast. 

Mr. McGrecor. We have been following you, Mr. Halvorson, be- 
cause we have copies of your statement and we appreciate your recog- 
nizing our desire to save time. 

I would like to say I appreciate your endorsing at least some por- 
tions of the bill. You say the National Grange favored Federal aid 
for roads even though they have opposed the Federal automotive tax. 
If you expect to get Federal aid for roads, where can we expect to get 
money to give that Federal aid? 

Mr. HaAtvorson. From the regular tax sources outside of that. 

Mr. McGrecor. We are about evenly balanced now. Where would 
you suggest we get it en 

Mr. Hatvorson. The National Grange has taken the position we 
will go along with the present automotive excise taxes until defense 
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expenditures can be cut enough to prov ide a budgetary surplus. If 
tiat situation arises then cut out the Federal automotive excise taxes. 

3ut for the time being we are willing to go along with the excise 
taxes. : 

Mr. McGrecor. I appreciate it very much because I think you 
recognize that we need better highways. 

Mr. Harvorson. It is certainly true. 

Mr. McGrecor. In your opinion, is the Federal Bureau of Public 
Roads doing a good job? 

Mr. Hatvorson. I have heard praise of the organization and very 
little criticism. 

Mr. McGrecor. Very fine. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. OaxMan. I would like to say to our distinguished w itness here, 
Mr. Halvorson, that I concur 100 percent in your criticism of the 
excise tax on automobiles and accessories. 

At no place here do you recommend the imme diate abandonment of 
the 2-cent Federal tax on gasoline, do you, Mr. Halvorson ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. We do not recommend it until the budgetary sit- 
uation permits it. 

Mr. Oaxman. That is correct. 

Mr. Hatvorson. By action of the committee of the Grange delegate 
body we did not contemplate the budgetary situation change. 

Mr. OaKMan. Philosophically and from ‘the standpoint of equality 
you are op posed to the excise tax on automobiles, parts, accessories, 
tires, and tubes? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes. 

Mr. Oakman. Which your people have to pay? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes. 

Mr. Oaxman. Because there is no other manufactured article in 
America that is exposed to the same high, arbitrary type of taxation. 
And none of that money has ever been used for roads, nor was there 
ever any of it intended for roads. 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is right. 

Mr. Oakman. That wasa wartime tax. 

Mr. Havorson. That is right. 

Mr. Oaxman. They picked on the automobile because it was looked 
at as a luxury. 

Mr. Hatvorson. They stated the very thing the people stated on 
the delegate body of the National Grange. 

Mr. Oaxman. The reason why I bring it up—and it is not too 
germane here—is that I have gone to the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee and asked, “When will there be public hearings on the bill I 
introduced a year ago to repeal the excise taxes on automobiles?” 
They say that there has been no demand or popular expression of 
opinion for my bill to repeal the excise taxes on the automobile. 

So I call due attention of this very grand organization to that so 
you might make yourself heard before the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Hatvorson. We certainly will. 

Mr. McGrecor. Chairman Dondero, do you have any questions? 

Chairman Donprro. No questions. 

Mr. McGregor. Congressman Machrowicz? 
Mr. Macurowicz. One question. 
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I note you state your National Grange is opposed to this amount 
in the bill. 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is right. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Is it too high? 

Mr. Hatvorson. The 200 million additional for the interstate sys- 
tem. My belief is, the National Grange would not go along with that. 

Mr. Macurowicz. You heard the testimony this morning that there 
will be possibly $1 billion taxes in 1955 and 1956, and this bill pro 
vides for a little over $800 million. I cannot understand how you 

can state, in referring to the appendix in which you give your high- 
way policies and those of the association—and I quote from your 
appendix: 

All State-imposed highway user taxes should be devoted to highway construc- 
tion and maintenance purposes. We oppose any diversion of highway taxes for 
nonhighway uses. 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Why is the situation different with State taxes 
rather than Federal taxes? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Because we feel that the Federal tax should be 
abolished. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. If it is not abolished, then it should be used com- 
pletely for the purposes for which it is collected ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Well, if we would have to come to the point where 
we were absolutely certain that the Federal automotive excise tax 
could never be abolished we would probably agree; but because the 
tax was first of all put in as an emergency tax for the war we feel it 
would be realistic to argue that the tax should come off now or as 
soon as the budget permits. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Until it is abolished do you not think the essen- 
tial part of that tax should be used for highway purposes ¢ 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is like saying if you do not believe in some- 
thing—rather, it is like saying if you have to have the tax then it 
probably ought to be used for highway purposes. Some people will 
probably say that. That question has not been put to them, and I 
could not read their minds entirely on that. But their feeling is there 
should be an abolition of the tax. 

Mr. Macurowricz. If you oppose diversion of State highway taxes, 
I think you should also oppose diversion of Federal highway tax. 

Mr. Hatvorson. If there has to be one our folks would probably 
look at it that way but we don’t believe there has to be one. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Halvorson, did the National Grange take affirma- 
tive action to continue the 2-cent gasoline tax until other methods 
were arrived at to finance highway construction ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. The delegate body didn’t touch on that subject be- 
cause they didn’t know just what the budgetary situation would be, 
but when the budget figures came out, when our executive committe2 
was in session, they considered the whole situation and decided that 
until there was a chance for further tax reduction without increasing 
the deficit, we should ask for absolution of the Federal automotive 
excise taxes. 

Mr. Groree. I notice on page 6, paragraph 20, you say that some 
States claim that present secondary Federal road requirements are so 
severe that they can’t construct enough roads to get the farmers out 
of the mud. 
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Now, could you tell me which are the States or is that a hearsay 
statement ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Well, the State I have heard it in regard to is 
Maryland. I have even been told, I think by reliable sources, that 
they decided not to use the Federal aid for a number of their secondary 
roads, because they wouldn’t get enough secondary roads with those 
high standards. 

Mr. Georcre. Well, the standards we have in our State haven’t 
proven too high and in fact our boards of commissioners and the 
county engineers won’t build the minimum standards. 

They are set so low that it is below soo0d road- builk ling practices 
from a maintenance standpoint, drainage, and shoul ders. 

I am just a little bit concerned about turning this secondary-road 
program loose back into the counties where the county supervisors and 
cou! ty commis ioners W il] have free reion to do more or less as they 
lease. 

Mr. Hatvorson. This would leave it up to the States. 

Mr. Greorce. I understand that, but the country is comprised of 
States, and whenever vou stop Federal supervision, when checking 
hack on maintenance, due to local political pressure, I doubt that the 
tandard stays so high and I don’t think we have overbuilt any sec- 
ondary r ads mn the United States. 

I; \ fa vet, I think we have underbuilt every road in the United States 
that \ e built. tod ly, Trom a Zoe d highway es ng Sti andpoint. 

Tl 1e ‘affic has increased, the loads have in rea sed. 1e spee ade are 
Pa eth we have more cars on them: and it isn’t a que stion of over- 
building; we have underbuilt all our roads in this country. 

Mr. H LVORSON, If we cai vel enough money for the secondary 
roads so we can get the farmers out of the mud, I am sure that they 
would be olad to favor these high standards that you favor. also. 

Mr. Grorcr. I am not willing to concede they are high standards. 
In a lot of cases they are not even adequé ite. 

Mr. McGrecor. All we are asking for in this section of the bill is 
that our own highway Revehata and the people of an area be allowed 
to establish specifications, which are going to be approved by the 
Federal Government, for roads to meet their needs. Certainly, that 
way, We can Save some money ‘ 

Mr. Harvorson. Yes. I don’t think there would be any deteriora- 
tion of the quality of the roads being built. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Halvorson, you said the Grange was opposed to 
the proposed appropriation of $200 million additional. 

Are you opposed to it because it is intended that it be allocated to 
the interstate system or are you opposed to it for other reasons? 

Mr. Harvorson. Now. the Grange policy isn’t clear as to how much 
of an appropriation the Federal aids to highways would support. 

With regard to the economy, if it needed to be firmed up, I am sure 
that $200 million would be quite acceptable as an increase if it were 
put under the present allocation formula. 

Mr. Scuerer. You feel it should be put under the present allocation 
sh ila? 

Ha ‘tvorson. Yes: that our people would definitely argue for. 
ss Scuerer. That is a little selfish in view of what you said at the 
beginning of your testimony, namely, that you have come to the con- 
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clusion that inadequate roads are costing us time, money, and lives, 
frustrations and vexations. We admitted that it reached its high 
point in and about the big cities. 

Mr. Hatvorson. I said the roads are inadequate, probably over the 
whole system of the country. 

Mr. Scurrer. I agree with that, but the evidence is conclusive that 
your bottlenecks, your frustrations, and your vexations exist in and 
about the big cities, in the industrial areas. 

Mr. Haxvorson. I know it is quite a vexation if you get stuck in 
the mud. In fact. I know of no greater vexation of being stuck in the 
mud or having the snow pile up in a narrow road and you can’t get 
through it. 

Mr. Scuerer. I would like to know where that condition exists to 
inv degree. 

Mr. Hatvorson. I have seen it exist in Minnesota, in my home State. 
[ wasn’t there this last summer, but the summer before I was and we 
happen to have had some rainy weather, more than usual in the 
summertime, and part of even the State roads were under water. 

Mr. Scuerer. Then, how could the Grange and the Farm Bureau 
recommend the Federal Government stopping the practice of collect- 
ing the gasoline tax? In Ohio we get back 27 cents on the dollar out 
of the money we pay and the difference helps pay for those roads 
that you want to build in the State of Montana. 

I venture to say Montana gets 214 to 3 dollars for every dollar 
you contribute to the Federal gasoline tax. 

Mr. Hatvorson. We are saying that the money should come out 
of the general tax revenues outside of the Federal automotive excise 
tax, 

All the citizens whether they have cars or not have an interest in 
maintaining a road system in this country. They all have a respon- 
sibility to national defense, of maintaining the mail system and the 
school system. 

Mr. Scuerer. I agree, but you can drive 100 miles in the State of 
Montana in about a third of the time you can drive it in the State of 
Ohio, or in New York, merely because of the inadequacy of these in- 
terstate systems through the highly populated areas. 

Mr. Hatvor son. I want to see highways become adequate in the 
congested areas as well. 

If we get adequate roads underway and things like that, it will be 
all right. I would not be against roads for your urban areas. 

Mr. Scnerer. You said you would be against the $200 million 
unless it was distributed on the old formula. The evidence is con- 
clusive that the need exists, as this formula provides, or even more 
so—I think the entire $200 million ought to be distributed on a popu- 
lation basis, if we are to cure the difficulties and the problems that we 
know exist. 

Mr. Harvorson. It might be vexation and frustration on the pri- 
mary road system but you still eventually get there. If you get out 
in some of these rural areas where the roads simply go to pieces when 
the frost comes out of the ground or there gets to be a lot of rain and 
they are covered over with water, you don’t get there at all and that 
is a more serious problem than this frustration and vexation which— 
in other words, in the rural areas you have in addition to that the fact 
that you just can’t get anywhere. 
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Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one more question: Mr. 
Halvorson. do I understand you are in favor of the $200 million being 
authorized for interstate highway construction—or would you rather 
have it distributed as it is at the present time by the highway commis- 
sions of the various States, rather than pinpoint it to the interstate 
system ¢ she 

Mr. Hatvorson. We certainly go along with the provision of giving 
25-percent flexibility in the funds. 

Mr. Scupper. $200 million is definitely pinpointed for the inter 
state system. 

Would you rather have it flexible so the highway commission could 
put it on any highway, any primary highway in the State? 

Mr. Hatvorson. It probably should be put under the formula but 
the next best thing would be to allow the States to determine where 
the greatest inadequacy is. 

Mr. Scuerer. Because 90 percent of the States are cont rolled by the 
rural legislatures. Isn’t that your reason ¢ 

Mr. Hatvorson. I think that the farmers are reasonable in this mat- 
ter. If they find there is terrific congestion going into the big cities 
and their livestock is not getting into the markets. they have an inter- 
est in that, and where their produce rates go up because of trucking. 

Mr. McGrecor. Let us not forget that 90 percent of the mileage of 
the interstate system is in rural areas, and our farmers—you and me— 
will get more benefit from it than a lot of people who live in the city. 
Ninety percent of the people in the cities drive in the rural areas. 

We have one more witness, and prior to that, I would like to ask 
permission of the committee, if there is no objection, that I be allowed 
to file a statement here and other statements of organizations inter- 
ested in the legislation, and also, if there is no objection, tables, state 
ments, and allocations relative to the highway program will be 
inserted. 

If there is no objection, it is so ordered. 

Tomorrow afternoon, convening at 2 o’clock, we will hear Mr. 
Wirth, Director of the National Park Service: Mr. Brown of the 
Indian Bureau; Mr. Koss, president of the Koss Construction Co.; 
and Mr. Hamilton, the Washington representative of the American 
Municipal Association; Mr. Lawrence, president of the American 
Trucking Association, and Mr. Duncan, the American Public Power 
Association representative. The hearings will start at 2 o'clock. 

The next witness, I am sure, certainly needs no introduction, Mr. 
\. E. Johnson, president, American Association of State Highway 
Officials. 

I yield to our colleague, Mr. Trimble, who wants to introduce the 
next speaker. 

Mr. Trrmpte. It is a pleasure to introduce my good friend and con- 
stituent, Alf Johnson, highway engineer for the State of Arkansas. 
who has been an engineer for 27 years and never has had to ask for 
a iob. 

Mr. McGrecor. I want to express my thanks to him for the assist- 
ance he has given this committee. 








| 
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STATEMENT OF ALFRED E. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


Mr. Jounson. As a good Democrat talking to a good Republican, it 
is a pleasure to appear before your committee. 

Gentlemen, it is my pr ivilege to ap pear before you today as president 
of the American Association of State Highway Officials. I am the 
{1st man who has been honored to serve as president of our association 
since its founding in 1914. 

As the highway officials of our respective States, we are responsible 
to the people of our States for our judgment and conduct of highway 
affairs, as you Members of Congress are responsible to the people of 

> your States for your judgment and conduct with regard to the much 
broader general welfare and safety of the people of your States and, 
more important, of America. 

In appearing before you to represent the State highway officials, 
and in making recommendations to you regarding the highway prob- 
lem, it is our responsibility to advise you to the best of our ability 
and in a manner that we believe, in the light of our experience, to be 
in the best interest of the people of our respective States and of our 
country. We offer that advice and counsel with the full understand- 
ing that it is your responsibility as Members of the Congress to con- 
sider, evaluate, and act in accord with your best judgment, utilizing 
all of the facts available to you. 

We understand this limitation of our responsibility fully, but we 
assure you that the advice we offer represents the best judgment of 
all of us as officials and in what we conceive to be the best interest of 
our country 

It was our privilege to appear before the Subcommittee on Roads 
of the House, and, acting through the officers of our association, submit 
extensive testimony in the most important hearings conducted by this 
committee last spring. 

At that time, we attempted to outline to you the grave problem 
confronting this country in the field of highways and highway trans- 
portation. Therefore, my remarks today will be directed in general 
to H. R. 7818, the proposed new Federal- “aid for hi ohw: lys legis: ation 
which you are now considering. 

We also realize there are other measures being considered, also, but 
these remarks will apply to those, also. 

Last November, at the time of the 39th annual meeting of our 
association, held in Pittsburgh, Pa., the chief administrative officials 
of our member departments, meeting in executive session, considered 
and adopted a national policy statement on Federal-aid for highways, 
in accordance with our usual practice. That. statement of policy has 
been previously furnished to you individually, but I should like to 
place a copy of it in the hands of the clerk for the official record. 

(The policy statement of November 11, 1953, referred to follows :) 


FREDERAL-AID POLICY STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE 
HIGHWY OFFICIALS 


It is recommended that the policy position of the American Association of State 
Highway Officials with regard to Federal aid for highways for new legislation 
to be considered by the Congress of the United States at the session convening 
in January of 1954 be as follows: 
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(1) It is the considered opinion of this association that readily available facts, 
adequately documented, prove without question that the Federal Government, 
as representing all of the citizens, has a real and substantial financial obligation 
in the construction and reconstruction of the important Federal-aid highway 
system. Many such important facts are available, but one illustration suffices ; 
namely, the incontestable part that highway transportation plays today in our 
program of national defense and civil defense, not only as a conveyor belt in our 
defense-production program, but in the transportation and distribution facilities 

ich it provides for our agricultural and commercial production so essential in 
the support of the defense program 

(2) S.nce 1933, this association has by resolution, by national policy statement, 

i their best judgment 
at the moment. urged the Congress to retire from the field of gasoline tax and 
relinquish that course of revenue to the States. The Congress, in its judgment 
1ancial problems of the Federal Government 
has not done so, This association recognizes, without question, that under our 


and by public utterances of its officials, in accordance witl 


and in its awareness of the overall 





constitutional procedures it is the prerogative of the Congress to levy taxes and 
control their disbursement as an rel of congressional responsibilities 
It is the considered opinion of s association that the Federal financial respon 


1 


sibility in the field of highways should not be evaluated on the source, or method, 
of deriving revenues which it sees fit to apply in the discharge of its responsibility 
in the highway field, and that the Congress should legislate on highway matters 
in the light of its own good judgment and the economic and defense needs of 
the country 

(3) It is a natural and proper corollary that when Federal funds are made 
available to the States in a mutual and cooperative program that reasonable 
Federal supervision, regulation, and coordinating responsibilities are accompany 
ing factors 





Since 1916 this coordinating and supervisory relationship has been discharged 
in the field of Federal aid for higghways through the Bureau of Public Roads 
or an agency acting in that capacity under another name. It would be a prej 


udiced opinion to state that in the course of the succeeding years there have not 
been differences of opinion—and sometimes sharp differences—between the Fed 
eral and State agencies as to administrative policy and procedures in the admin 
istration of Federal aid f highways However, all suc differences can be 
harmonized amicably by adequate discussion by competent and intelligent repre 
sentatives of the respective agencies of government in the interest of national 
‘ highway s 
Federal and State a ‘ 

perhaps the most efficient and productive cooperative arrangement ever to exist 
between the Federal and State Governments. 

(4) It is recommended that the very minimum Federal aid for highways he 
provided as follows: Four authorizations for regular Federal-aid funds on an 
annual basis for the— 








highway transportation. Th tem is adequate evidence that 
. 


meritorious cooper ition « encies in highway matters is 


Interstate svstem $250, 000, 000 
Primary system 292, 500, COO 
Secondary system 195. 000. 000 
Urban system 162, 500, 000 


Total 900, 000, 000 


(5) That not more than 25 percent of the amount apportioned to each State 
for the primary, secondary, and urban systems may be switched from one system 
to the other, provided the State hithwav denartment makes such request and it 
is approved by the Commissioner of Public Roads as being in the nublie interest 

(6) It is further recommended that proportionate increases he provided for 
forest highways, forest-development roads and trails, for the construction, 
reconstruction, improvement, and maintenance of roads and trails, including 
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necessary bridges in national parks, monuments, and other areas administered 
by the National Park Service, for the construction and maintenance of parkways 
to give access to national parks and national monuments, or to hecome connecting 
sections of a national parkway system, and for the construction, improvement, 
and maintenance of Indian reservation roads and bridges, and roads and bridges 
to provide access to Indian reservations and Indian lands in the manner pre 
viously set forth in Federal-aid legislation relating to these types of road 
construction. 

(7) It is further recommended that the Federal-aid primary, secondary, and 
urban allocations be distributed among the States in accordance with the exist 
ing formulas and matching basis as provided in the Federal-Aid Highway Acts 
of 1944, 1948, 1950, and 1952. 

(S) It is further recommended that the interstate funds be apportioned on 
the basis of population of the States and no State receive less than three-fourths 
of 1 percent of the moneys so apportioned, and that the matching ratio be on 
a 75 Federal to 25 State basis. Further, that the sliding scale formula applicable 
to States having Federal landholdings in excess of 5 percent, as is now in effect 
with regular- Federal aid, be also applicable with regard to the matching ratio 
on funds for the interstate system. 

(9) That these recommendations should be applicable for the fiscal years 
ending June 30, 1956, and June 30, 1957. 

Obviously, in the consideration and adoption of a policy of such 
proportions, the results re prese nt compromise and o1ve and take by 
each of the officials represe nting the re pective states. That state- 
ment e mbraces what, in our opinion, is a sound and considered policy 
for the welfare of each of our States and, collectively, our Nation. 

For your information, our constitutional procedures require a two 
thirds majorit 5 of our 53 member departments on all matters pertain 
ing to national legislation. There are 9 specific points in that policy, 
and, as I recall at this time, each of them received not less than 45 
affirmative roll-call votes of the 49 member departments present— 
well over the required two-thirds majority. Each of our member 
departments is entitled to one vote in matters of this kind. 

To illustrate the depth of our dilemma with regard to our highway 
deficiencies, our association, in 1950, filed with the Roads Committees 
of Congress an estimate of deficiencies as of January 1, 1950, on the 
approved Federal-aid system—approximating, at that time, some 
600,000 miles—totaling $29,200 million. 

Again in 1952, we filed a similar statement, effective as of January 
1, 1952, showing estimated deficiencies ~ n to be slightly in excess 
of $32 billion. A similar estimate has been made as of Novem- 
ber 1, 1953, indicating those deficiencies to be. as of that date, $3 
951,312,000. This is on a total Federal-aid mileage of 673.137 
miles, and indicates that 63.8 percent of that mileage is now below 
the safe standards required by the traffic imposed upon the system. 

I should like at this time to file for the record that estimate. You 
will note that this is an increase of approximately $5,700 million be- 
tween January 1, 1950, and November 1, 1953, and this increase in de- 
ficiencies has occurred in spite of the fact that during the same period 
of time the State highway departments have expended for capital im- 
provements a total of approximately $7.761 million, of which some- 
thing in the neighborhood of $3,600 million has been expended upon 
the Federal-aid system above referred to. 
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Federataid highway needs, 1958 ill Federal-aid systems, needed improvements 
as of Nov. 1, 1958 































































Federal-aid highway systems 
I v Urba All systems 
2 - . Mile et 
mules in ry. 
‘ of Cin ‘ ‘ I io ( ‘ need of Potal 
I ve i I ve wee cost 
; t aint er 
Thou- Thou- Thou- 
h mds sand sands 
Alat $1 2¢ 3 1] 291 $70. 778 7, 183 $315, 394 
Ariz l 2 126, 098 2, 497 73 34, 814 4, 282 229, 423 
Ark i 2,77 234, 789 854 280, 069 115 101, 323 14, 744 616, 181 
Cal { f 82,614 71 646, 920 534 (1,077, 581 11,061 | 2, 707,115 
Co id l 148, 582 1. 762 112. 713 74 68. 600 > O70 329, 895 
er l 22 2 376 83, 647 244 383. OSS 1, 062 692, 056 
elaw 6: 83 21 17 41 40, 63 1, 386 125, 963 
Florid 2 223, 579 3, 754 172, 442 364 434, 406 6, 765 830, 427 
Georgia 3 418. OOK & (WK 00, OOK 310 222, 000 11, 310 840, 000 
lat 2 176, 754 2,439 73, 064 40) 15, 290 4, 503 265, 108 
[Lis 3 604 4, 062 89. 064 160 7R5, 686 7, 832 1, 480, 223 
li : 3, 374 32 83 334, 179 284 65, 940 9, 341 727, 462 
lowa $f 646, 000 t 182, 392 778 115, 400 24, 776 943, 792 
Kansa 3 910 338, 679 116, 990 168 120, 150 14, 653 575, 819 
Kentucky § O10 240, 800 00) 28, OOO 105 70, 500 16, 315 839, 300 
Louisiana 000 160, 000 3. 800 91, 200 198 282 5, 998 22, 482 
Mair R87 84, 799 694 7 7¢ , 048 l, 157, 821 
Marvla I7¢ 221. 104 4. 586 202, 026 162 , 905 5, 72 652, 035 
Massac < 813 249. 460 1910 269, 028 657 , 663 3, 380 961, 151 
Mic an, 3 2 257, 948 14, 429 300, 079 271 , 031 17, 912 792, 058 
Mi ’ 4 l 811 12, 216 245, 387 3,114 16, 708 614, 312 
Mis y 2 155, 5OC 50 95, 000 150 
Missouri 5, 437 385, 664 11, 730 101, 700 243 000 
Montana 4, 200 6, 600 1, 950 64, 35 97 10, 600 
Nebraska 416 ik 4 952 114, 080 78 31, 957 
Nevada 1, 789 %, 397 1, ORS 29, 874 22 267 
New Hampshire R28 88, 507 R52 60, 243 100 , 960 
New Jersey 703 S81, 550 1, 097 112, 779 255 670, 300 
New Mexic« 1, 852 176, 530 2 7 95. 660 60 24. 000 
New York 4,452 | 1, 262, 100 9, 435 658, 900 1, O82 965, 200 
North Carolina 3 854 358, 600 600 20, 000 213 111, 825 
North Dakota 2.309 111, 80K R, 72¢ 121, 383 165 30, 900 
Ohio 2. 800 600, 000 0 390, 000 400 750, 000 
Oklahoma 4, 826 485, 928 7, 074 171, 447 165 108, 123 
Oregon 2, 930 817 20. 106, 465 108 67, 285 6, 241 
Pennsylvania 3, 800 S80 4, OF 207, 015 196 213, 056 8, 652 
Rhode Island 79 190 102 10, 606 83 135, 146 264 
South Carolina 3, 358 74 4, 866 66, 421 160 81, 300 8, 384 
South Dakota 2, 965 39) 8, 612 142, 399 76 16, 340 11, 653 
l'ennessee 3, 867 O89 6, 570 95, 430 110 77,177 10, 547 
13, 227 803, 892 15, 39. 278, 130 684 359, 317 29, 304 
1, 834 175, 000 1, R32 5 131 59, 000 3 
SOE 21, 461 44 55 
4,031 324, 832 10, 239 211 
2, 588 328, O15 4,144 162 
2, 149 453, 83 ), 399 173 201. 830 
41, 280 128 OO 14. 800 200 140, 000 
2, 145 124, 975 772 27 11, 804 
18 60 106, 623 
164 15, 875 17 6, 658 
R35 102. 000 R8 60 68, 000 230, 000 
otal 141, 216 | 15, 994, 68¢ 277, 122 |9, 072, 607 10, 944 |9, 884, 019 429, 282 34, 951, 312 





SUMMARY OF 


Miu 


EAGES 


Total approved 


Percentage in 
need of 
improvement 


v 218, 594 64.6 
secondary 438, 033 63. 3 
Urban et 16, 510 66.3 

Total... 673, 137 63.8 


Source: Complied by American Association of State Highway Officials. 
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You are considering here today H. R. 7818, a bill which, in general, 
follows the pattern of previous highway legislation enacted over the 
years past. In that bill you propose an expenditure of $600 million 
on the primary, secondary, and urban sections of the Federal-aid 
system. Our policy recommendations adopted at Pittsburgh recom- 
mended to you that not less than $650 million be authorized as Federal 
aid for those systems. 

We believe that the amounts which we recommended are fully justi- 
fied. However, as I have suggested earlier, it is your responsibility as 
Members of the Congress to evaluate that point in the light of your 
overall knowledge of the situation. 

These funds, as proposed in the present bill, would be expended in 
the manner previously in effect, w ith the one exe eption that the funds 
that would be authorized for the Federal-aid secondary highway 
system would be handled in a manner substantially different from 
present procedures. That difference is a major one in that it would 
remove from the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Public Roads the 
present responsibility for the general approval and supervision of 
programing, contract supervision, and construction supervision, and 
would authorize the Commissioner of the Bureau to make payments of 
Federal aid on such secondary-road projects upon receipt and approval 
of properly certified statements by the State highway departments 
to the effect that the projects have been programed, designed, and 
constructed on the existing approved secondary-road system in accord- 
ance with the standards applicable to that type of project within the 
respective States. 

In other words, the entire responsibility for the conduct of a pro- 
gram on the approved secondary system would rest wholly with the 
State highway department. 

In other respects, it would be assumed that the program would be 
conducted as it is at present. This is a distinct departure from present 
practices, and the proposal has made it necessary that our departments 
reevaluate this situation quite rapidly in an effort to counsel with you 
about it. 

We canvassed the respective departments last week through our 
general office here in Washington, and have been receiving telegrams 
and airmail letters since the inquiry went out. At this time, we have 
received replies from 36 departments. Such a change in procedure 
would seemingly have little effect in the conduct of the program in 
some States, but it could result in extensive changes in procedures in 
others. 

To date, our canvass shows that from the replies received, 22 States 
feel that such a change is acceptable and workable. Twelve States, 
however, have indicated in their replies that they view such a change 
with a great deal of concern, and, based on these replies, I believe that 
you should analyze such a change with great care. There were two 
other States that responded without t: aking either side. 

The proposed bill also includes a recommendation which our asso- 
ciation has made to the Congress over the past 10 years; namely, that 
in order to provide greater flexibility in the use of funds on the 
primary, secondary, and urban system, and to meet very special condi- 
tions in some States, that upon the offici ial request of a State highway 
department, and with the approval of the Commissioner of Public 
Roads as being in the public oy not more than 25 percent of 
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the funds allocated to any one of the three systems could be transferred 
to another system than that for which it is originally apportioned. 
Our member departments believe that such flexibility is desirable and 
our policy so states. 

I now come to a most important section of the bill; namely, sec- 
tion 2, relating to the national system of interstate highways. This 
system was authorized in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1944 
and ap yplies to a restricted mileage and not to exceed 40,000 miles 
of the primary system of highways and urban extensions thereof. 

The system is to be built to standards substantially higher than 
those prescribed for the primary system. Roughly, the 40,000 miles 
represent slightly more than 1 percent of the tot: al road mileage of 
the country and carries approximately 20 percent of all of the rural 
vehicular mileage of the country. 

This most important system has provided a difficult problem since 
its inception, and while the mileage was selected by the State high- 
way departments in cooperation with the Bureau of a Roads 
as of August 1947, the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1952 was the 
first act to make any special provisions for this most See part 
of our highway program. 

We of this association believe that it is imperative that the 40,000 
miles originally established as the limitation of the interstate system 
be maintained as the top limit, certainly until such a time as we can 
see some indication of the possibility of the early completion of the 
interstate system. The extremely heavy costs incident to the de- 
velopment of the system make it highly desirable that no additional 
mileage be made a part thereof as long as the present circumstances 
exist. The present law makes available $25 million a year for ex 
penditure on the selected mileage. 

In 1949, in accordance with an act of Congress, the Bureau of 
Public Roads filed with the Congress an extensive report on the in- 
terstate system and its relation to the national defense and the eco- 
nomic welfare of the country. The Bureau, collaborating with the 
State highway departments, and based on estimates prepared by the 
departments, indicated that the cost of correcting the deficiencies in 
that 40,000-mile system as of that date was approximately $11,200,- 
000,000. I should point out that the State highway officials have not 
made a separate and detailed reestimate of the interstate system since 
1949, but the cost of improving the interstate system is included in 
the primary and urban sections of the statement of needs I filed with 
the clerk a few minutes ago. 

I would judge that the cost of that system, at this time, is in the 
neighborhood of $12.5 million. 

It is our opinion that in the interstate system development—and 
the opinion is supported by statements of the Defense Department 
and others—one of the most important factors on which such a sys- 
tem must be predicated is its place in the national-defense scheme. 
Of course, it is important in the movement of interstate commerce, 
as well. May I emphasize, however, that if we are to accept the 
interstate system on the primary factor of its national-defense aspects, 
two things are essential. 

No. 1 is that from a national-defense standpoint, we cannot wait 
25 years for its development. If we are to need it for that purpose, 
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we will need it before that time. We all pray that we may never 
need it for that purpose. 

No. 2 is the important factor that any program of development of 
the system must be one that will permit each of our 48 States to pro- 
gress at a uniform rate toward completion of the system. It will do 
no good in the scheme of national defense to have such a system com- 
pleted in California if we cannot utilize it simultaneously in Nevada, 
Arizona, and Utah. Speed, obviously, is the essence of this problem. 

We in the association appreciate fully that the question of a formula 
for the apportionment of funds is most difficult and controversial. 
Our member departments have studied this matter over and over again 
in the 2ffort to find an equitable solution. May I point out to you that 
in the estimate of $11,200 million which I have mentioned previously, 
five-billion-eight-hundred-million-odd dollars of that cost is incurred 
in only eight States, namely: California, Texas, Illinois, Ohio, Michi 
gan, Pennsylvania, New York, and New Jersey. 

That is the estimate for the improvement of something close to 
11,000 miles of the 40,000-mile total, and represents an estimated cost 
of approximately $532,000 per mile. The estimate for the improve 
ment of approximately 27,000 miles in the remaining 40 States is ap 
proximately $5,500 million, at a cost of approximately $207,000 per 
mile. In other words, the cost of improvement in eight States repre- 
sents, roughly, 51.5 percent of the total, and the cost of improvement 
in the remaining 40 States represents, roughly, 48.5 percent. 

In the first-mentioned 8 States, we find approximately 71,500,000 
people, as against 79,200,000 in the remaining 40 States, or, roughly, a 
percentage of 47.6 against 52.4 or, to use another illustration, in motor 
vehicle registration the 8 States account for 25,700,000 against 27,500,- 
000 in the remaining 40 States, or a percentage of 48.4 against 51.6. 

This association first recommended to the Congress in 1950 that in 
order to permit the uniform completion of the interstate system in all 
of the 48 States, irrespective of the amounts of money made available 
for that purpose, that such funds should be apportioned on the basis 
of population of each State related to the total population, with the 
provision that no State should receive less than three-quarters of 1 
percent, believe sincerely that such a method of apportionment was in 
the best interest of the country as a whole. 

In making that decision, many of our member departments voted 
to approve it with the full knowledge that that formula would not give 
their respective States as much money as would accrue to them by 
an apportionment on the section 21 formula applicable to the primary 
system. 

This is one of the points that received at least 46 affirmative votes 
out of the 49 departments that were represented by the administrative 
officers of those departments. 

A similar recommendation was again made in 1952, and we have 
again made such a recommendation in the policy statement filed with 
the clerk a few minutes ago. I should like to point out that 46 of the 
member departments present and voting at our meeting in Pittsburgh 
voted in the affirmative on the population formula; 2 member depart 
ments voted in the negative; and 1 member department was recorded 
as not voting. 

To refer to percentages again, the population formula would allo 


cate approximately 44.7 percent of moneys for the interstate system 
45304—54——8 
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to the 8 States named above, where estimates indicate that 51.5 per- 
cent of the cost of improvement lies, and that formula would appor- 
tion 55.3 percent of such moneys to the remaining 40 States, where 
estimates indicate that 48.5 percent of the cost of improvement lies. 

On the other hand, the section 21 formula of one-third population, 
one-third post-road mileage, and one-third area would apportion to 
the 8 States 32.4 percent of such moneys as against 67.6 percent to the 
remaining 40 States. We believe that these figures illustrate the 
equity of the population formula for the apportionment of such funds 
and is a reasonably accurate method of estimating the needs of the 
respective States. The bill before you contains a modification of our 
recommendation to the effect that half of the money so made avail- 
able would be apportioned on the population formula, and the remain- 
ing half on section 21, which is a step in what we believe to be the 
right direction. 

I would like to comment here, too, on another provision of the bill 
as written, and that is that the moneys allocated to the interstate 
system would be in effect for the year of the apportionment, plus a 6- 
month grace period. That class of work sometimes is hard to get 
under contract, or to get to the contract state. I would say that that 
would be a little stringent. That 6-month period should have your 
earnest consideration. 

Mr. McGrecor. Would you suggest, Mr. Johnson, a year? 

Mr. Jounson. A year would be far better than 6 months, because 
you know, as a contractor, that those contracts have a lot of prelimi- 
nary things that must be gotten out of the w ay. 

Mr. Scuerer. As I understand it, your association recommends, on 
the basis of the information you have given us here, that the $200 
million for the interstate system be allocated on the basis of popula- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. That was our policy, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. You seem to prove it here, don’t you ? 

Mr. Jonnson. The legislation, as proposed in H. R. 7818, provides 
that the matching ratio for funds on the interstate system should be 
in accordance with existing practices or on a 50-50 basis with the 
public-land States sliding scale in effect. In the policy statement 
adopted in Pittsburgh, this association recommends, and strongly be- 
lieves, that a more favorable matching ratio is essential if many of 
the States are to be enabled to apply the necessary funds for this most 
expensive construction on this extremely limited mileage. 

We believe that circumstances are such as to make necessary the 
buying of a priority for funds for this system. We believe further 
that the national-defense aspects of the system fully justify a more 
favorable matching ratio on the part of the Federal Government than 
that provided in existing legislation. 

We have recommended to you that that matching ratio be on the 
basis of 75 percent Federal and 25 percent State, with the public-land 
sliding scale still to be applicab i. Most of us do not believe that such 
a change in the matching procedure would in any way modify our 
existing relationships with the Bureau of Public Roads in the 
administration of such a program. 

I might say that that 75-25 ratio was one that was in effect in the 
Defense Highway Act of 1941, so that is where that happened to come 
irom in our policy discussion. 
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There is another most important new section in the bill under 
consideration rel: ating to the interstate system. That section proposes 
that the funds for the interstate system would be available only in the 
event that the Federal Government continues to collect a 2-cent gaso- 
line tax as of December 31, 1954, and again as of December 31, 1955. 

In our policy statement of Pittsburgh, we said that: 

It is the considered opinion of this association that the Federal financial 
responsibility in the field of highways should not be evaluated on the source, 
or method, of deriving revenues which the Congress sees fit to apply in the dis- 
charge of its responsibility in the highway field, and that the Congress should 
legislate on highway matters in the light of its own good judgment and the 
economic and defense needs of the country. 

The existing Federal gasoline tax of 2 ceuts per gallon will auto- 
matically revert to 14% cents per gallon as of April 1, 1954, unless new 
legislation is passed to retain it. This assoc iation has always taken 
the position that the Federal participation in the highway program 
should be predicated upon the highway needs of the country, rather 
than upon any specific tax. 

We strongly urge that you consider this factor carefully in your 
deliberations and determine whether or not the proposed revision is 
a calculated risk that could lose the interstate section of the measure 
completely. We believe it to be a most important decision which you 
will make in this regard. 

To sum up the interstate question, if it be needed in the national 
defense, and we believe that it is, it may ‘ needed much more r apidly 
than any of us would like to contemplate, and it should be financed in 
a manner to provide it quickly and uniformly in each of our States. 
That should be the criteria determining your ultimate decision. 

The remainder of the bill is essentially similar to existing legisla- 
tion, although the amounts proposed for such items as forest high- 
ways, forest development roads and trails, park road aod parkways, 
and Indian lands are not quite as much as we had recommended. W ith 
particular reference to forest highways, may I stress the point that 
these forest highways are, in general, integral parts of the Federal 
aid primary and secondary highway systems and that, in the past, 
while substantial amounts have been authorized for forest highw: ays, 
subsequent appropriations for their construction have been far be low 
the authorized amounts. 

We believe that you should give consideration to devising some 
procedure whereby the forest highway sections of our primary and 
secondary road systems may be finane ‘ed and constructed in somewhat 
the same general pattern as is applied to the remainder of the primary 
and second: ary systems. 

This association does not feel qui alified to comment upon those sec- 
tions of the proposed bill relating to the Inter-American Highway 
and the Rama Road in Nicaragua. 

The present bill contains a section that would modify the research 
section identified as “section 8 of the Federal Aid Highw: ay Act of 

1944.” to include economic studies of toll roads along with other 
research projec ts made possible by the 114- percent researe h prov ision. 
This amendment would have one thing to commend it; namely, that 
it would vest in the duly authorized highw: ay department of the State 
the responsibility for such studies. While this association has no 
policy with regard to the toll-road question, I personally believe that 
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such matters should be under the general jurisdiction of the State 
highway department. 

Section 10 of the bill under question authorizes a study of the rela- 
tionship between highway departments and the public utilities regard- 
ing the reconstruction and relocation of such utility facilities brought 
about by highway construction. We of the highway officials believe 
sincerely that no modification of existing procedures and statutory 
provisions should be considered, certainly until an adequate analysis 
and appraisal of that problem is made and submitted for your con- 
sideration. 

I should like to take this opportunity to express to this committee 
our feeling that the relationship existing between the Federal Govern- 
ment and the States over the past 30 years in the field of highway 
development has been, in our opinion, the most efficient and the most 
productive cooperative relationship ever to exist in the area of domes- 
tic development. We believe that the highway development made 
possible under the programs in the years past is to a large degree 
responsible for the economic development and high standard of living 
of the people of these United States. 

While we have never endorsed the philosophy that highway pro- 
grams are public works in the sense that they can be turned on and 
off to meet economic fluctuations, they undoubtedly serve in an impor- 
tant position if such conditions must be met. The highway program 
is of such a nature that it can be expanded rapidly to provide most 
important public works construction to meet unemployment, if con- 
ditions seem to jus stify such a move. 

While our highway program, and the urgent need for expansion 
of that program, can be thoroughly justified on the basis of traffic 
needs, it is well to keep in mind that it is the type of program that 
can efficiently serve a dual purpose should this country be called upon 
to face an unemployment situation. It is indisputable that the need 
for highway expansion exists and that the future economic health of 
this country is very dependent upon the efficiency of our motor trans- 
portation system. 

Now, one further point with regard to the Bureau of Public Roads. 
This association, meeting in Pittsburgh last November, by resolution, 
commended the Secretary of Commerce upon his selection of Mr. 
F. V. de Pont as the new Commissoner of Public Roads. Our var- 
ious officials in the respective States have had opportunity to work 
with him and to talk with him, and we believe his selection was a wise 
one and that he has the confidence of the highway departments. 

In closing, my I express the sincere thanks of the member depart- 
ments of our association for the courteous reception you have always 
given us and the consideration which you give to our recommenda- 
tions. We commend this committee for the extensive study which it 
conducted last year and we believe that no committee has ever obtained 
a more comprehensive and factual analysis of the highway problem 
than was developed by vour action. 

May I assure you that our sincere purpose is to cooperate with 
you as Members of the Congress, and all others, toward the end that 
we may develop an adequate highway system geared to the needs and 
economic welfare of America. 

Thank you. 


Mii. 
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Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Trimble, I think you should be very thankful 
to have such a fine constituent. 

Mr. Johnson, you have made a fine statement and we appreciate it 
very much. 

At this time I want to pay a little special tribute to you and your co- 
workers for the help you have not only given this chairman but the 
Subcommittee on Roads. 

Mr. Grorcr. Do you know of any requirement of the Federal Gov- 
ernment where the required specifications are set too high ? 

Mr. JoHnson. Congressman George, I was hoping you would ask 
that. 

As you know, the secondary standards which the Bureau put their 
name on was one developed by all of the States in the Association of 
State Highw: ay Officials. The ‘re may have been some points of con- 
troversy when they were developed but I would say that generally 
those standards are exceedingly low. 

In fact, I should think that people should hesitate in building some 
of them before they would sign a maintenance agreement to keep that 
facility maintained. 

Mr. Groree. In your State, would you be willing to lower the stand- 
ards below the Federal standards at the present time, for secondary 
roads, if it was left to you? 

Mr. Jounson. I would say that in my State we would not, and I 
would say in the great majority of the States there would be no 
change. 

I think that a lot of this about the low standards has been a result 
of a lot of talking. There may have been some bickering as to the use 
of certain materials, or something of that nature or some refinement, 
that they have been time-consuming, but in general those standards are 
exceedingly low. 

Mr. Grorcr. There is no controversy on using aggregate in States 
than -_ re is on grade and drainage and culverts, is there not? 

Mr. Jonson. I would say there is more difference of opinion on 
that, ths an on the geometrics; yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Would you say that the Federal Bureau of Public 
Roads is a good place for some State highway official to pass the buck 
when he doesn’t want to do things the local people want him to do? 

Mr. Jonnson. Those things could have happened, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Scupper. There would be quite a difference in administrative 
and planning features, if the Federal Government did not have to par- 
ticipate in the secondary system, which is a very large part of the road 
mileage in any State. 

Wouldn't there be quite a reduction in Federal costs, if you were re- 
lieved of jurisdiction of secondary roads ? 

Mr. Jownson. I believe I have heard it stated that at least half of 
their personnel workload was connected with that particular phase. 

Mr. Scupper. I would think so. 

Mr. Grorce. Doesn’t the Bureau inspect these roads yearly, the sec- 
ondary roads, for maintenance, to see that they are kept up to stand- 
ard and if we turn them over to the States wouldn’t there be a chance 
that the secondary roads would deteriorate more than they have at 
the present time ? 

Mr. Jonunson. There would be the factor of public opinion. If we 
get too far out of line with public opinion or inconvenience them too 








112 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


much, that would take hold. I would think the States also would 
have to have some sort of protection whereby, their having charge of 
administration of the program, caution would be followed. 

Mr. Grorce. If we do away with Federal participation, would that 
Inspec en n stop as far as the farm-to-market road system is concerned ? 

Mr. JouHnson. I believe the wording of the act would be that they 
may discharge the responsibility upon receiving a certificate from 
the State highway department that a road has been built to adequate 
Stal dards and built under the Federal program. 

Mr. George. It wouldn’t affect their funds 4 or 5 years later on if 
they don’t keep up the system? As it is ital if the States don’t main- 
tain the Federal roads upon which they have had aid, they could be 
—_ Of course, it has neve r happ ened. 

= Jounson. I would think that would be a difficult thing to ad- 
minister, to withhold aid from someone. I should think there would 
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be pressure brought to bring the maintenance up to standards. 

Mr. Grorce. I am concerned about the maintenance on these roads 
after they are built. It is easy to construct them and let them go, 
especially when they carry a low traffic count. I am wondering if we 
do what we propose here, whether we will weaken our supervision and 
possibility of keeping those roads up to standard after constructing 
them 

Do you think there might be a tendency to weaken that phi ise of it? 

Mr. Jounson. I think there is quite a difference of opinion in here 
on the States themselves. What I would have to say would be an 
entirely personal observation. That could easily be, that it would 
veaken that position. 

Mr. McGrecor. In your statement you said public sentiment would 
make a tremendous difference on seatwactiow It would have the 
same effect on maintenance, would it not, because they could go to 
their own people quicker than they fet come to Washington? 

Mr. Jounson. Public opinion would be a factor but public opinion 
might lag to the point where there would be some rather bad 
conditions. 

Mr. McGrecor. They sometimes say, “Well, we can’t do certain 
things because of the specifications from Washington.” Now we are 
giving it right back to them. 

Mr. Groree. I think that is a misinformed statement by people on 
local levels. 

Mr. McGrecor. They may be wrong but I know it is being said back 
there. 

Mr. Georce. I know it is being said but it isn’t a true statement 
of fact and that is the thing that I resent. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Ancetu. Is it true that the highw: ay system in the United States, 
the Federal highway system, is wearing out faster than it is being 
maintained ? 

Mr. Jounson. We are losing ground, sil 

Mr. Ancetyi. Don’t you think it is economically bad judgment to 
permit that to exist? 

Mr. Jonnson. It is, sir. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is it your opinion that a much heavier percentage of 
the moneys collected from road users should be plowed back into the 
roads themselves ? 
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Mr. Jounson. It is my opinion that we should spend more money 
on roads. 

We are paying for good roads whether we are having them or 
not, in excessive operating costs and all those things. Damage to 
produce, time delays, damaged vehicles, permanent injury, and so 
forth. 

We are paying for good roads and not hay ing them. 

Mr. Scuerer. Where does that damage to farm produce occur ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Your delays are mostly In your metropolitan areas. 

Mr. Anceit. From a realistic standpoint don’t you think the motor- 
ing public those who supply the money for roads—would be much 
more favorable to better road construction, and more roads, if the 
money that they contribute as users of the roads, was spent on the 
roads ? 

Mr. Jounson. I think there is no doubt about that. 

Mr. ANGI LL. Is it your \ ie Ww f we would do away W ith the Federal 
gasoline tax for the use of the highways, we might have considerable 
difficulty in securing finances to keep up the road construction we are 
doing n oe even the poor jo ib we are doing ? 

Mr. Jounson. It would be a very definite possibility. 

Mr. Scupper. Do you have a breakdown of the States who are 
against increases in the interstate mileage Sj stem ¢ 

Mr. Jonnson. I beg your pardon, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. Do you have a breakdown of opinion by States as to 
whether or not there should be an increase in interstate highway 
mileage ? 

Mr. Jonnson. Do you mean extending it past the 40,000 miles ? 

Mr. Scupprer. That is right, yes. 

Mr. Jomnson. So far as I know we have never discussed it. We 
have never polled the States on that. The interstate system, gentle- 
man, is nothing more than picking out 40,000 miles of the heaviest 
traffic and saying, “We won’t be able to handle the primary system, so 
lets take a smaller mileage that we might be able to finish.” 

Mr. Scupper. I have often wondered whether they picked out the 
highest traffic highways. 

Mr. Jounson. You heard information this morning, I believe, that 
only one State wasn’t in on the selecting of its system. I think they 
deferred on that and allowed the Bureau of Public Roads to go ahe: acd 
and select it but the interstate system was selected in cooperation with 
the respective highway departments and the Bureau of Public Roads. 

You refer to Route 101. That may have been too close to the coast 
and that is why they didn’t select it. 

Mr. Grorcr. They put it on the other side of the mountain. 

Mr. McGreeor. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Scurrer. Naturally, I am tremendously pleased with your re- 
port and the analysis that you made. Just one thing isn’t clear. With 
reference to section 10 of the bill which provides tor the study—you 
are familiar with that section? Section 10, which provides that the 
Secretary of Commerce, in conjunction with the various highway 
departments, is directed to make a study to determine whether or not 
utilities are to be reimbursed from Federal funds for relocation? I 
understand you don’t oppose the study. Is that right? Your report 
is a little vague. 
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Mr. Jonnson. We should think, Congressman, that if it is up for 
your consideration, that we have had the same condition for 30 years 
and it will take us 1 more year to evaluate and study that situation. 
We would like to suggest to you that we take that year to look it over 
There could be lots of ramifications and lots of complic ations involved, 
with the Congress passing a law whereby Federal-aid funds should be 
used to move public utilities off rights-of-way. I refer to such things 
as franchises, certain contracts and certain rights given to them to 
occupy that right-of-way, and having them called upon to move at 
any time. 

We could get into a lot of accounting on whether or not there had 
been betterments in the mov ing, or t hings of that nature. 

There are lot of things that we think need study. 

Mr. Scuerer. Then, you are in favor of section 10 which provides 
for such a study? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, Sl] 

Mr. Scuerer. Whom do you think should make that study ? 

Mr. Jounson. It should be - ide by the highway departments and 
channeled by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Mr. Scuerer. Do you know whether or not the highway depart 
ments of the various States have been consistently opposed to reim- 
bursing utilities for losses sustained in relocations ? 

Mr. Jounson. That is something I can’t answer, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Could I make this inquiry. If that study was to 
be made it would certainly be an understanding that they would in- 
vite the representatives of the various utilities to come in for considera- 
tion in conferences, is that correct ? 

Mr. Jounson. That would have to be. 

Mr. McGrecor. It would not be necessary to put that in the legis- 
lation. 

Mr. Jonwnson. I would not think so but there would be a wide varia- 
tion in the pattern of legislation as it exists in the various States and 
that needs to be looked into. We have had it for 30 years, so another 
years wouldn’t be too far off. 

Mr. Scuerer. You don’t think some independent agency could do 
a better job? 

Mr. Jonnson. No, sir, I am pretty well sold on the highway depart- 
ment’s ability to do things. 

Mr. McGregor. Isn’t it true we would have to have some special 
legislation, possibly in the States, giving them authority to hire inde- 
pendent agencies to make a survey ? 

Mr. Jonnson. I don’t know. You could run into some trouble 
there with regard to authority. 

Mr. Grorce. In the event that we finally determined that we were 
going to pay for moving utilities off of priv: ite rights-of- ways, and 
you as chief executive officer of the highway department in your State, 
wouldnt you hesitate from that time on to allow a utility to occupy 
that right-of-w: ay when you wanted to improve it ? 

Mr. Jonnson. I would think it would have a deterring effect. We 
have had a lot of rights-of-way that have been in existence for a lot 
of time that might have gas, underground conduits, and above may 
have telephone, telegraph cables, and electric lights, and I think they 
might be hesitant to allow anything like that to move on the right-of- 
way in the future. 
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Mr. Grorcr. I am talking about future contracts that vou might 
make of that kind. 

I know a lot of States don't favol hav Ing too Lett utilities on the 

right-of-way and then in a lot of States the public utilities don’t have 
- right to move as fast as the highway department does. They wel 
come the right to move on the highway right-of-way but if we pass a 
law reimbursing them I should think you fellows in the highway bus 
ness would have to see that they got their own easements. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Some States don’t buy rights-of-w ay. Here you 
would be buying a right-of-way item and they don’t. buy rights-of-way. 

Mr. Grorcr. They would get an easement as long as it is used for 
highway purposes. If you go off and leave it, it goes back to the 
landowner. 

Mr. Jounson. There would be lots of ramifications to it, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Scupper. Is there an easement fee charged the utility companies 
for using the rights-of-way of the States? 

Mr. JonHnson. In some States; yes. In some places they go on 
without fee at all. They occupy it by sufferance and are supposed 
to go away by request. They are also allowed to service their lines 
by traveling along the highw: iy to do so. 

Mr. Scuerer. Just because they are a public utility, just as a road 
is a public utility. 

Mr. OAKMAN. U nder section 10 of the bill, didn’t we get something 
through affecting every railroad in the United States heretofore ? 

Mr. McGrecor. I believe that was in 1944. 

Mr. OakmMaANn. How expansive was the survey made before that 
was passed ? 

Mr. McGrecor. I would have to check that. 

Mr. OaKMAN. They occupy their own rights-of-way, though. 

Mr. Scuerer. Maybe this eal a fair question to ask somebody 
with whom I agree so much, but don’t you think perhaps that some 
highway directors or highway departments might be a little more 
careful in ordering utility companies to remove their facilities if 
they knew that the costs had to be borne partially by highway funds? 
Haven't you heard that criticism ? 

Mr. Jonmnson. No, sir; I had not. Most generally, when a utility 
must be moved it must be moved in order to reconstruct your road. 

Mr. Scuerer. Yes: but there are sometimes different ways to do it, 
you know. A little less costly. 

Mr. Jounson. There might be an effect especially in their time 
from when they were notified to make the move. 

Mr. Oaxman. If it is the publicly owned lighting commission, we 
pay them in full, every dollar. If it is the private utility, we don’t 
xive them a kind word. If it is the public water system, we pay them 
in full. If it is the gas company, again, they don’t get a kind word. 
We pay the public utilities 100 percent and the private utilities zero. 
Yet by and large the ratepayers are the same people. 

There doesn’t seem to be anything equitable about the existing 
situation. 








116 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Mr. Scuerer. Of course it is a question of whether the users of the 
fucilities pay twice. The utilities don’t suffer. They get it back in 
increased rates, particularly if it isa monopoly. It is just a question 
of whether the utility user pays for the highway costs as an individual 
and also pays it as a user of a public utility. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much for your patience. The 
committee will stand adjourned until tomorrow at 2 o'clock. 

(Whereupon, at 4:35 p. m., the committee adjourned to reconvene 
at Zp. mM., Tuesday, February 15, 1954. ) 
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington. dD. CU. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 2:05 p. m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, the Hon. George A. Dondero, chair- 
man of the committee, presiding. 

Mr. McGrerogor. The committee will come to order. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. McGreroor. We are meeting again this afternoon for the fur- 
ther consideration of highway legislation as contained in \ irious bills 
before this committee. 

The first witness we have this afternoon—and we are changing our 
schedule around just a little—is Mr. Hartsfield, the mayor of Atlanta. 

J just received a telephone call from Congressman Scherer, who is a 
member of this committee and very much interested in this subject. 
He has been delayed in the Un-American Actin ities Committee and 
will be with us very shortly. 

Mayor Hartsfield. we are very glad to have you W ith us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM B. HARTSFIELD, MAYOR OF 
ATLANTA, GA., PAST PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL 
ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY MR. RANDY HAMILTON, WASH- 
INGTON REPRESENTATIVE OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL 
ASSOCIATION 


Mayor Harrsrievp. For the record, this is Mayor William B. Harts- 
field of Atlanta, Ga. I am past president of the American Municipal 
Association. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, on behalf of the 12,000 member cities 
of the American Municipal Association in 44 States of our great Na- 
tion, I wish to commend the Roads Subcommittee of this House 
Committee on Public Works for the hard, earnest inquiry and in- 
telligent appraisal of our Federal-aid highway system which they 
have put in during the past year. Under the chairmanship of Con- 
eressman McGregor this committee has set about to evaluate our 
highway needs in an efficient, statesmanlike, and nonpartisan manner. 
This approach to our highway problem bodes well for meeting the 
needs of the United States in highway matters. 

The American Municipal Association, while recognizing the merit 
and thoughtful approach contained in the bills introduced by Mr. 
Scudder, Mr. Mack, Mr. Angell, and other members of the com- 
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mittee, would like to endorse the principles and features contained in 
H. R. 7818, Mr. MeGregor’s bill to amend and supplement the Federal 
aid Road Act. 

This bill recognizes the needs of the urban areas of our country in 
its provisions for an authorization of $150 million for projects on the 
Federal-aid primary highway system in urban areas, and for projects 
on approved extensions of the Federal-aid secondary system within 
urban areas. This latter provision recognizes the point made in our 
testimony before the Roads Subcommittee last summer that within 
the urban area there is not too much difference between the primary 
and secondary highway system. We hope that eventually this same 
privilege would be appended to funds for the Federal-aid secondary 
highway system. 

For many years the American Municipal Association has urged the 
Federal Government to concentrate its highway efforts on the strategic 
national network of United States trunklines—the interstate highway 
system. No one can question the value of these highw: ays to the. inter- 
est of the country, either economically or for defense. Without a large 
portion of Federal participation, these highways, which carry a large 
portion of our traffic, will not be brought up to adequate standards for 
many, many years. As a perfecting and technical amendment which 
merely emphasizes the fact that this interstate system goes through 
urban areas, and not just to them, the oan an Municipal Associa- 
tion offers the following language : On page 4, line 4, of the McGregor 
bill, after the comma following the word “highways”; “including the 
urban links thereon.” This language merely spells out what we think 
is very definitely implied. Its adoption is strongly urged. 

Mr. McGrecor. If I may interrupt, on page 4, line 4, after the 
comma, you insert “including the urban links thereon’’? 

Mayor Harrsrieip. Yes, sir. In other words, we think you are 
spelling out what you eee 

Gentlemen, many of us, particularly in my State, have seen State 
roads stopped at ¢ ity limite and start with bumpy, dusty roads. So we 
think it is well i on 11 it out beyond all doubt. 


The interstate highway system is a responsibility of the Federal 
Government, and it can only be modernized by recognizing this respon- 
sibility and providing sdeqaate funds. Because this system is na- 
tional in character, the Americar 1 Municipal Association recommends 


the follow ing amendment to H. R. (818: 

Qn page !, line 22, after the colon follow ing the word “system” we 
offer this addition: 

Provided further, That the Federal payment on account of any project provided 
for by the funds made available under the foregoing revision shall not exceed 
60 percent of the construction cost thereof. 

This amendment is also endorsed by Senate Case, chairman of the 
Roads Subcommittee of the Senate, who has made its sense a part of 
his bill, S. 2859. 

We support all of the other provisions of section 2 (a) most heartily, 
in particular lines 11 to 17, which recognize that well over half of the 
traffic is on urban roads. These provisions will help solve the re: u 
problem on our Nation’s highways—the congestion in urban area 
They seem to recognize that well over half of the gasoline tax is ear ~ 
on urban roads, and that construction costs on these roads are higher 
than on other portions of the interstate system. 
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The American Municipal Association supports the provisions of 
section 10. which provide for a cooperative study between the Bureau 
of Public Roads and the State highway departments of the problems 
posed by necessary relocation and reconstruction of public utilities re- 
sulting from highw: ay improve ments. 

We likewise support section 11 providing for studies of the econom- 


ics of toll roads. We do so in sup poet of President Eisenhower's pro- 
posal on page 106 of the President's Economic Report, which states 
that: 


The development of plans for urban toll FOnes has proceeded even more slowly 
The Federal Government should encourage studies of the economic feasibility 
of toll-road projects, together with engineering surveys, by making advances 
available to the States for these purposes 

Thank you for your courtesy in alloting time for the Nation’s mu- 
nicipalities to make known their views. I shall be happy to try to an- 
swer any questions you have or to have our staff develop such further 
information as you may desire. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mayor Hartsfield. We ap- 
preciate your coming before us and also thank you for your kind com- 
ments concerning our activities. 

Are there any questions of our distinguished witness by members 
of the committee? 

Chairman Donperro. Just one. 

Mayor Hartsfield, do you propose on page 2 that the Federal portion 
be 60 percent of the cost and the State portion 40 percent ? 

Mayor Harrsrievp. That is correct. 

Chairman Donprro. You do not believe in the 50-50 ratio that is in 
effect now ¢ 

Mayor Harrsrievp. I believe we are talking now of that part of the 
bill concerning the $200 million on the interstate system. That is cor- 
rect. Fifty percent of it. And of that the distribution should be 
60—40. 

Gentlemen, Atlanta, my home city, is in the throes of an expressway 
system now. I want to tell you there is a tremendously expensive 
thing. The acquisition of rights-of-way and the huge grade separa- 
tions that take place on our traveled streets where you either have to 
go over or aie r, are tremendously expensive. We feel that 60 percent 
would be a fair load for the Federal Government. 

Chairman Donprero. Would that not mean less money for roads in 
stead of more / 

Mayor Harrsrievp. No, sir; I do not think so. I do not think so. 

Mr. Oakman. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Oakman. 

Mr. Oakman. I wonder if the major could give us just a round fig- 
ure on What those expressways within the corporate limits of the city of 
Atlanta are going to cost in the aggregate ? 

Mayor Harrsrieip. The one we are building now I would estimate 
offhand at about $45 million. 

Mr. Oakman. And broken down into miles it would be approxi 
mately how much per mile, Mr. Mayor ? 

Mayor Harrsriexp. I could not tell you because I do not know the 
exact length of it. The State is continuing it out beyond the city 
limits. But our local expressway system has the city and county pro- 
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viding the rights-of-way and the State and Federal Government 
building the roads. 

Mr. Oaxman. In Detroit they estimate somewhere around, in the 
incorporated limits, $10 million a mile, in rough figures. Do you 
think that is near or approximately the same as yours ¢ 

Mayor Hartsrrevp. I could not give you an inte slligent estimate. It 
will vary in different places. For instance, part of our expressway 
system will go under a number of railways, and that will be that 
expensive. However, in other places it will not be so expensive. 

Mr. OAKMAN. You testified in favor of the McGregor bill with two 
suggested slight changes here. 

Mayor Harrsrrevp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oaxman. You feel that the highway problem is such and the 
congestion and the death toll and injuries and so forth are things 
that are here today and not something that might happen in the 
future. Is that correct? 

Mayor Harrsrretp. Yes, sir. They were partially here yesterday. 

Mr. OaxkMan. That is correct. 

Mayor Hartsrretp. And the problem is with us today. The urban 
problem is one of the greatest problems with reference to the interstate 
highways. How to get through these constantly increasing in size 
urban areas is the prob lem. As we all know, the people of this whole 
Nation are moving toward cities and suburban areas, and it is becom 
ing increasingly hard for one who travels about the country to get 
through these cities and through these burgeoning suburban areas. 

My city is growing by leaps and bounds and everywhere I go in 
that city, whatever it is is oTO wing by leaps and bounds. We are be 
coming an urban Nation. Our people are moving in. It is taking 
less people on the farm to do the work and the result is that more 
people are coming into suburban areas all over the Nation. 

This problem of highways - becoming more acute and it is going 
to cost more money every di Ly that we ws 7m 

Mr. Oaxman. I think that is true, Mr. Chairman. For instance, a 
citizen of Detroit or the State of Michie ran who went down to the 
AAA and asked for a route to go to Florida would find that 4 out of 
the 5 routings take you through the city of Atlanta. And that is not 
just your responsibility, but it is the responsibility of the entire 
country. 

Mayor Harrsrrevp. That is correct. The expressway or freeway 
system is for the purpos e of moving people through the ¢ ity. Long 
ago the old Bureau of Public Roads I think conducted a survey and 
found out that the average traveler did not want to detour a city 
entirely. <A great percentage of them wanted to stop. They also 
found when they ran roads especially around the smaller towns, that 
the towns jus t moved out to the roads. 

So out of all that was evolved what we call the idea of the freewav 
or expressway system, which went through the town, with limited 
access to 1t. 

Chairman Donprro. What is the population of Atlanta, Mr. 
Mavor? 

Mayor HARTSFIELD. Tod: ay i t is about 47! 5.000 residing i in the city 
limits, and a little over 700.000 in the metropolitan area. It is these 
metropolitan areas that are growing all over the Nation. It is rapidly 
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becoming such a problem that it takes you more time to get through 
and out of the town where you live than to get where you are going. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Mayor, there have been many questions raised rabout 
the 2-cent Federal gasoline tax. What is the position of the American 
Municipal Association regarding the retention of that tax? 

Mayor Harrsririp. We are very much in favor of its retention. 

Mr. Jones. And the continued operation of the Bureau of Public 
Roads as it has operated in the past ¢ 

Mayor Harrsrretp. Yes, sir. We think and I think along with the 
American Municipal Association that it would be a tragedy for this 
Nation if the Bureau of Public Roads were eliminated. It is through 
the Bureau of Public Roads that you maintain national standards. 
That is your greatest guaranty to a uniform system of interstate 
highways. It would be a sad day for America, I think, if each in- 
dividual State were turned loose to build highways according to its 
own ideas and its own whims. 

Mr. Oakman. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. OAkmMan. Mr. Mayor, in other words, you feel that the Federal 
Bureau of Public Roads is at least one agency of the Federal Govern- 
ment that has endeavored to cooperate with the States and its sub- 
divisions rather than to dictate ¢ 

Mayor Harrsrievp. It certainly has, and it has been one of our 
most useful Federal organizations, I would say. 

Mr. OakMan. On that same point, Mr. Mayor, or changing it, this 
bill, No. 7818, the McGregor bill, provides for increased funds for 
fiscal 1956 and 1957. In other words, for the year beginning July 
1955. this would become ettective. ’ 

Mayor Hartsrtevp. Yes. 

Mr. Oakman. Do you feel that were this advanced for fiscal 1955, 
that is, for the year beginning July 1, 1954, that many of the cities of 
the States would be able to take advantage of the provisions of the 
increased appropriations within fiscal 19554 In other words, for the 
year ending June 30,1955 In other words, would it take you a year 
and a half to do the planning together with your State highway de- 
partment, or could you sometime in the year beginning next July 1 
be in a position to proceed with the provisions of this expanded high- 
way program ‘ 

Mayor Hartsrrevp. I think generally your question means should 
not this program be advanced at least a year. 

Mr. Oakman. That is correct. 

Mayor Harrsriecp. Yes, sir. We are certainly in favor of that. 
I think your chairman, Mr. Dondero, has a bill to that effect and we 
certainly support that. 

Mr. OaxkMaNn. That is all. 

Mr. McGregor. Congressman Jones, are you finished ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Fallon. 

Mr. Faxion. No questions. 

Mr. McGregor. Governor Dempsey. 

Mr. Demesey. The question that has been addressed to you by the 
gentleman from Michigan has been threshed out with the chairman 
of the committee, Mr. McGregor, and several members of the com- 
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mittee. Iam sure an effort will be made to advance to some extent 
the date when this increase will take place. 

Lam right about that,amInot? You have talked about that, have 
you not ¢ 

Mr. McGreeor. We have discussed it among ourselves. 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. And that is being taken up. 

From your testimony—and I quite agree with it—you said that you 
feel that sufficient funds are not going to the urban areas. Is that 
right? 

Mayor Harrsrretp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsry. Do you not think we should set it up as an urban 
proposition rather than put it in some other category such as the 
interstate roads? In other words, we should come out and say that 
we think you ought to have another $100 million for the urban roads 
on its own population basis? 

Mayor Harrsrretp. Mr. Dempsey, naturally we want money for 
the urban roads, but we want to get it any way we think wecan. We 
do not want you to set it up and make it too controversial. 

Mr. Demesry. Would you have any objections if they increased the 
amount going to urban roads? 

Mayor Harrsrre.p. No, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. And let the other categories alone ? 

Mayor Harrsrrecp. We want to be fair about it. We do not want 
to come here and try to get everything. 

Mr. Dempsey. I think every member of this committee wants to be 
fair about the whole program, but you have a category called Federal 
aid to urban roads which is strictly on a population basis. Why 
should we not put in that category whatever we feel is necessary, and 
I feel it should be considerably more money than you are getting now. 

Mayor Hartsrretp. There is no objection to it whatever. 

Mr. Dempsey. I should not think so. I do think this bill should 
be increased to more than it carries now. Maybe another $100 million. 
Because while it is true there are $72 million in here for parks and 
forest trails, and what not, those categories do not come under the 
gasoline tax. That is, we are setting up the gasoline tax now to take 
care of the thing we always thought it did not take care of. 

Now we are advised that if the gasoline tax of 2 cents is retained 
these things may go into effect, and I am for it, and I am glad that 
you are. 

Mayor Harrsrrevp. We are in favor definitely of the retention of 
the gasoline tax. 

Mr. Dempsey. I agree with you on that but I do think there should 
also be some safeguard in here that after we retain the tax that it 
goes for the purpose for which we retained it, which is building roads. 

Mayor Harrsriretp. We certainly agree to that. 

Mr. Dempsey. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Watts. 

Mr. Warts. No questions. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Machrowicz. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I want to commend the mayor for his very fine 
uppraisal of the needs of the situation. 

Mayor Harrsrrecp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Macnrowrcz. I would like to raise one point. You said you 

re in favor of the retention of the 2-cent gasoline tax. 
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Mayor Harrsrrevp. Yes, sit 

Mr. Macurowicz. Is it not true that the reason given for the reten- 
tion of the one-half a cent or the 2 cents gas tax was because our roads 
are so much in need of construction and repair ? 

Mayor HartsFietp. That is correct. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. And is it not also true that a representation is 
made to people of the United States that the half a cent is going to go 
on the roads? 

Mayor Hartsrrevp. They assume that. 

Mr. Macurowicz. They assume it ? 

Mayor Harrsrietp. Yes. 

Mr. Macwrowicz. But it is actually not true because according to 
the figures I mentioned here yesterday in the years 1955 and 1956 we 
will be getting in about $1,200 million in the form of taxes and 
actually we are spending something between $800 million and $900 
million. Do you think it would be equitable to increase the amount 
available for roads in view of the fact that you are telling the people 
we are asikng for this half a cent to be retained in order to meet that 
purpose ? 

Mayor Hartsriexp. Yes, sir, I do. 

Mr. Macurowicz. That is all. 

Mr. OakmaNn. There are many roads leading through your great 
city and throughout the metropolitan area that are literally interstate 
highways; are there not? 

Mayor Hartsrietp. Yes,sir. Many of them. And quite essential in 
the national defense. 

Mr. Oaxman. That is correct, sir. Therefore this very substantial 
increment here in the provisions of the bill for the interstate highway 
program would permit you to draw upon that phase of ee ae 
which has been nothing but a token appropiration heretofore. In 
other words, we have in the current budget $25 million for interstate 
highways. Now, you may participate in the $200 million interstate 
highways, all within the incorporated limits of the city, as that is in 
proportion to the whole program. 

Mayor Harrsrievp. I believe 50 percent of it is appropriated on a 
population basis. 

Mr. Oaxman. Yes. That should help the urban areas. 

Mayor HartsrreLp. It should be a great help and we are thoroughly 
in favor of it, Mr. Oakman. 

Mr. Oaxman. The other thing I wanted to ask you about is this: 
Do you find between the time of the planning and the time of the 
acquisition of the rights-of-way of the big expressway program that 
you find new subdivisions have cropped up and have been built on 
some proposed rights-of-way for the new highways? That is, new 
stores and shopping centers have been built there. At one point in 
the formative stages of the bill it was proposed $50 million a year may 
be offered as a revolving fund to be used by the States and subdivisions 
that they might acquire the rights-of-way in advance of the date when 
they will actually start construction. Do you think that is sound 
planning and w ill be a money-saving idea ? 

Mayor Hartsrierp. I think that would be one of the most intelli- 
gent things that could be incorporated in this bill. 

I want to tell you gentlemen as one right in the midst of this busi- 
ness of trying to build an expressway, “oftentimes you know where 
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that road is going to be in the future, and yet you are powe ‘rless. You 
see apartments being built, and subdivisions being built, right in a 
section where you know there has got to be a highway, and you are 
helpless. 

Then, too, the acquisition of these roads in urban areas is tremen- 
dously expensive for a number of reasons. You are faced when you 
come into an urban area, not with just the mere acquisition of land. 

ut there may be a building on that land and there may be a long- 

term lease on that building and that man is entitled to damages—the 
incidental damages. You have to buy out that lessee and you have 
to pay him for the value of his business that he has lost there. 

I may say the city of Atlanta, in an effort to save money, has bought 
land and let the lessee stay there for as long as 5 years in order to save 
the money that we would have had to pay. 

This amendment that you sugge St to enable adv: inced planning 
would be a quite valuable adjunct to this bill. Planners all over the 
Nation have recognized that situation. They see a section where they 
know a highway has got to go and yet will see a private enterprise 
building right in the ene They have suggested that State consti- 
tutions be amended whereby a planning commission or some public 
planning body could ee ‘aon n this plan and make it a public record, 
so that thereupon anyone building there would have notice that they 
did so at their own peril, 

ut there are a lot of objections to that, such as taking away a 
man’s property. 

Mr. Oakman. Without due process of law. 

Mayor Harrsrietp. Without due process of law. I am sure none 
of us would want to own a valuable big lot and have some agency 
pub lish a map and say that at some time in the future a road is going 
through your property and you cannot build there. I do not think 
that is constitutional under the Federal Constitution, much less the 
State constitutions. 

This would be the much better approach to it. This would be what 
the citizen would agree to. If you were going to build this road, he 
would say “Let me know now and draw those plans so that you can 
or that property.” 

Mr. Jones. May I ask one question ? 

Mr. McGrecor. Yes, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Mayor, do you have any objection to the criteria 
and standards set by the Bureau of Public Roads that you must 
comply with in constructing streets and highways through the city 
of Atlanta? 

Mayor Harrsrtetp. Do we object to any of the criteria or standards? 

Mr. Jones. That is right. 

Mayor Aiea p. No, sir. As I said, to begin with we look upon 
the Bureau of Public Roads as a very valuable Federal institution 
and candia it, and we think it would be a tragedy if it were abolished. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think it a wise Federal policy that the Bureau 
of Public Roads should have standards and specifications which you 
must comply with in the construction of roads and the use of Federal 
money for the construction of roads? 

M: ac HaArTSFIELD. We certainly do. 

Mr. Jones. If you think it wise for the municipalities to comply 
with the standards and specifications, do you think it equally impor- 
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tant to see that the interstate system have standards and specifications 
which the States must comply with in the construction of the inter- 
state system ¢ 

Mayor Harrsrrerp. T have not given that much thought, but I see 
no reason why they should not be in compliance with an interstate 
standard. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think it isa w ise policy of the Federal Govern- 
ment to see that the States c omply with basic standards and spec ica- 
tions for the construction of the interstate system ¢ 

Mayor Harrsrietp. Mr. Jones, I do not want to get off into this 
controversial field of States rights. I do not want to be led into it. 
But I certainly believe in a uniform standard. 

Mr. Jones. It is certainly the problem we have to deal with. 

Mayor Hartsrrevp. I believe in a uniform standard for interstate 
highways, and I think that can best be obtained through the Bureau 
of Public Roads. 

Mr. Jones. If that is true of the urban and interstate systems, do 
you think it is equally true of the primary system ? 

M: ayOr HarrsFIevp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonrs. Do you think it would be true of the secondary, or 
farm-to-market roads? 

Mayor Harrsrietp. That I am not competent to testify about. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield for a question ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do you have confidence in and a high regard for 
the ability of your highway director in Georgia ? 

Mayor Harrsrietp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do you think he is capable of drawing plans and 
specifications for a particular type of road that might meet the needs 
in that particular area ? 

Mayor Harrtsrretp. Yes, sir. My testimony is with reference to 
interst: rs roads. 

Mr. Jones. By having the same respect for his ability do you not 
think he would be « equally able to spell out the standards and specifica- 
tions for the primary and for the urban construction of roads, as well 
as the secondary roads? 

Mayor Harrsriexp. I think as far as possible he should have great 
latitude, but finally I think it is of national interest for interstate roads 
to have a national standard. 

Mr. Jones. Do you not think that national standards should pre- 
vail in every type of Federal endeavor where the Federal Govern- 
ment is investing in roads? 

Mayor Harrsrretp. Mr. Congressman, I do not want to get into 

a battle about States rights. I ama city man, 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any other questions of Mayor Harts- 
field ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGrecor. We have seven witnesses and want to finish, so I 
am asking the members to make their questions short. I believe that 
was a quorum call, and I will miss it, so we will continue. 

Mr. Oaxman. I would like to ask the mayor one question. That 
is, whether you are running into the dilemma of utilities in your 
expressway program ¢ 

Mayor Harrsrievp. Yes, sir. 








126 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Mr. Oaxman. You probably have a municipally owned water de- 
paitment, do you not? 

Mayor Harrsrie.p. Yes, sit 

Mr. Oaxman. Do you have a municipal lighting department ¢ 

Mayor Hartsrieip. No, s 

Mr. Oaxman. There is a aeiiaiiedl raised here as to whether or not 
provision should be made to provide for partial payment of the 
utilities in these expressways, whether they be privately or publicly 
owed. 

Idayor Harrsrretp, Congressman, so far as I know, the American 
Manicipal Association has not taken any stand on the question of 
utilities with reference to Federal aid in the expressway and freeway 
system. But I will unhesitatingly give you my own personal opinion. 

We have gone through it in Atlanta. 

Mr. Oaxman. I will be very glad to hear it. 

Mayor Hartsrrevp. Not spe: aking now for the National Munici- 
pal Association, I will say that some provision must be made for 
calidvorasauelt of public utilities where unusual expense is involved 
on expressway or freeway systems. Now, many cities have franchise 
agreements with public utilities, telephone companies, telegraph com- 
panies, transit companies, and even a few cities with privately owned 
waterworks, under which those utilities agree to relocate at the 
request of the cities certain facilities. 

I have locally taken the position that that referred to the normal 
operation of a city. For instance, enue the city widens a street or 
rounds a corner, or changes a street, or builds a bridge, and it re- 
quires relocations of the abutments or "approeches, that the utilities 
in the normal course of the operation of a city should do that in 
accordance with its franchise. 

But I have taken the position that an expressway system where a 
town votes on a tremendous bond issue and requires the help of the 
Federal and State Governments—where that requires quite large 
relocations at tremendous expense, I believe that that utility should 
be reimbursed. You could conceivably bankrupt a local utility. 

Mr. Oaxman. Especially if they were small. 

Mayor Hartsrtetp. Yes. The relocation of tracks and conduits 
over a large expanse of territory could conceivably bankrupt that 
utility. That is an extreme illustration, of course. 

Mr. Oaxman. Mr. Chairman, the other question was this, and this 
is the last one. 

Mayor Harrsrretp, I think there should be provision for utilities. 

Mr. Oaxman. The thought is whether or not we should have an 
emergency appropriation included in this bill, probably at the disere- 
tion of the President and the Secret: ry of Commerce and the Com- 
missioner of Roads, so that if an atomic plant were to be built in your 
community, or some other thing such as that, should we not have a 
reserve fund? In other words, we are legislating 40 months in ad- 
vance under this bill now. You having been mayor of a great city 
meen know this. Would not a contingency or emergency fund in 
here be a wise and prudent thing? Would not a prudent banker or a 
prudent financier planning for something 40 months in advance plan 
for a contingency that might or might not arise? Would that not be 
a sound thing? 
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Mayor Harrsririp. Yes, sir. I agree with you. It would be 
sound position in the discretion of the President. Yes,sir. We would 
support that. 

Mr. McGrecor. I might say, we have an emergency fund set up in 
the present law. It is a rotating fund and we can always use it in 
case of an emergency. 

Thank you very much. We appreciate hearing your statement. 

Mayor Harrsrietp. Thank you. 

Mr. McGrecor. I just want to make one observation. I think you 
have made an excellent presentation. You want more money for 
your municipalities; the farm groups want more for their secondary 
roads: the interstate people want more for their interests; and the 
primary people want more for theirs. We have just so much money 
in this barrel and there are a lot of us who are going to try to cut taxes, 
so we will be compelled to distribute it as ee as we can, keeping 
in mind that we are cong to try to reduce the debt. 

Mayor Harrsrizitp. Thank you. But keep in mind the greatest 
prob ‘lem in the Nation is the ingress and egress through metropolit: in 
areas. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is the reason why this bill was introduced. 

Mr. OakMan. I would like to say that I think the mayor approached 
the whole problem here in a statesmanlike manner and is to be con- 
gratulated. 

Mayor Hartsrretp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. MoGrecor. The next witness is Conrad L. Wirth, Director of 
the National Park Service of the Department of the Interior. 

We are very glad to have you with us, Mr. Wirth. 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Wirrn. I appreciate very much the opportunity of being 
present. 

Our part in this bill is relatively small. However, as the mayor 
said, their part is very important and you cannot but help believe 
that our part is important too. 

Mr. Chairman, I am Conrad L. Wirth, Director, National Park 
Service. I wish to make a brief statement about section 4, particu- 
larly subsections (a) and (b) of the Federal-aid highway bill, H. R. 
7818, before this committee. These portions of the bill pertain di- 
rectly to the roads and trails and to the national parkways which 
are the responsibility of the Department of the Interior and are ad- 
ministered through the National Park Service. 

I would like to make it clear at the outset that we have no specific 
information concerning the relation of this bill or the amount to be 
authorized therein to the program of the President. 

I would like to say our discussion with the Secretary has been over 
a brief and short period of time, so most of the statements here are 
my own expressions, which I think would be supported by the Sec- 
retary. 

We note that this bill authorizes $10 million for roads and trails 
and $10 million for parkways for the fiscal years 1956 and 1957. The 
facts relating to the park roads and parkways indicate that authoriza- 
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tions of $25 million for roads and trails and $30 million for parkways 
more accurately reflect our requirements for road construction, re- 
placement, and improvement needs that have accumulated over the 
12-year period 1941 to 1953 in which we have witnessed greatly in- 
creased public use of park roads in combination with increasing road 
obsolescence. However, in recognition of the general fiscal policy 
and defense needs of the Nation, except for National Capital road 





, 1 am not recommending an increase in 
the amounts specified in the bill. 

I wish at this time to supplement my presentation with several 
charts, copies ot which J hope may be inserted in the record of this 
hearing asa graphic presentation of the status of our roads and trails 
and parkways, the phenomenal usage to which these facilities are 
being put by the public, and the funds which are needed to maintain, 
replace, and complete them for public use within a reasonable length 
oft time. 

Those charts are being printed, Mr. Chairman, and I would like to 
submit them later because they are big ones and we will have to re- 
duce them. 

Mr. McGrecor. Without objection, they may be submitted. 

{ The information referred to 18 as follows:) 


needs as hereafter explainec 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, U. 8S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Statement of authorizations, appropriations, and allocations for roads and trails 
work, as of Dec. 31, 1953 
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1 7, 1928 (45 8 237 | 1, 500, 000 
000, 000 | __. 
lo 1, 000, 000 
Mar. 4, 1929 (45 Stat. 160 | | +, 000, 000 
; 10 2 500. 000 
1. 000, 000 
May 14, 1930 (46 Stat. 319 | 2, 500, 000 
1931 do 5, 000, 000 
) 2, 500, 000 
Dec. 20, 1930 (46 Stat 031 mer cy appropri 2. O78, 800 12. 078, 800 
atio 
Fet 4 ¢ 2, 500, 000 
1932 Jan. 31, 1931 (46 Stat. 1053 7, 500, 000 
Fet 4, 1931 (46 Stat. 11565 2, 500, 000 
M 4, 1931 (46 Stat. 147( 2. 500, 000 
A pr 193 47 Stat. 12¢ 2, 850, 000 
Ja 46 Stat. 1053 7. 500, 000 
Apr 7 Stat. 12¢ 1, 650, 000 
ime 17 Stat 17) emergency appropri 3, 000, 000 | 3, 000, 000 
t 
Feb. 17, 1933 (47 Stat. 852 2, 435, 700 
June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 203) (N. I. R. A 18, 809, 761 18, 809, 761 
1935 June 19, 1934 (48 Stat. 1058) emergency appropria- 5, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 
tior 
June 19, 1934 (48 Stat. 1055) public works 134, 837 134, 837 
1936 June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 995 . 7, 500, 000 ‘ 
May 9, 1935 (49 Stat. 210 : ; 7, 500, 000 
1937 June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 995 ‘ 7, 500, 000 
June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1795) __- ‘ 2 6, 500, 000 
1938 June 16, 1936 (49 Stat. 1520 7, 500, 000 
Aug. 9, 1937 (50 Stat. 608 en aitvd sa . 4, 500, 000 


Footnotes at end of table. 
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Statement of authorizations, appropriations, and allocations for roads and trails 
work, as of Dec. 31, 1958—Continued 











l ] Authorizatior r l 

1939 Jur 6, 1936 (49 Stat. 1520 $7. SOO, OOK 
May 9, 1938 (52 Stat 1 $2, 991, 120 
June 2 138 (52 St ) ; 0, 000 
June 21, 1938 (52 Stat. 81 81.9 81. 92 

194 Jur &, 1938 2 Stat. ¢ 4 OOK x 
May 10, 1939 (53 Stat. 734 FM) OOO 

1941 June 8, 1938 (52 Stat. 635 000, OOF 
June 18, 1940 (54 Stat. 45 > 125, 000 
June 28, 1941 (55 Stat ~ and 351 000 

1942 Sept. 5, 1940 (54 - ' OK 
June 28, 1941 ( 351 750, 000 

1943 Sept. 5, 1940 (54 St 87 4, OOK 0 
July 21, 1942 (56 Stat. 552 and 553 179, 850 

194 Dec. 12, 1944 (58 Stat. 838 4, 250, OO 

1947 De 12, 1944 (58 Stat. 838 ‘ y 
July 1, 1946 (60 Stat 1s 6, 000, 000 

1948 Dec, 12, 1944 (53 Stat. 83S 4. 250. OO 
July 25, 1947 (61 Stat. 46 115, 000 
194 June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1112 salen y 100 3, ), 000 

1950 June 29, 1948 2 y Tl 
Oct. 12, 1949 (63 Stat. 7¢ 7, 500, 000 

1 June 29, 1948 (62 Stat ) 0. 000. 000 
ept. 6, 1950 (64 Stat ) 2 7. 050, 000 
lo 54. 000 

1952 Sept. 7, 1950 (Put Law 1, 8lst Con ”) 
Aug. 31, 1951 (Put La 136, 82d Cons 2. 500. 000 
lo 4 553. 373 

1953 Sept. 7, 1950 (Publ Law ) Rist ( n 10. 000. 000 
July 9, 1952 (Public Law 470, 82d Cong 4 675. 000 
453,837, 130 

1954 June 25, 1952 (Public Law 413, 82d Con 10. 000. 000 
July V5, Pu Law 172, 88d Con 4.010, 000 

J Jun 1952 (Publie Law 413, 82d Con 10, 000, 000 
Various years donations 1,011, 524 1,011, 524 
Total 191, 976, 847 145, 053, 520 

ss authorizations appropriated 145, 053, 520 

Lapsed authorization 30, 933, 327 

Authorization yet to be appropriated 15, 990, 000 


4 Includes $578,800 transferred by Executive order from the $80 million included in the act for the Federal- 
aid highway system. 








Subsequently reduced by $504,000 through re ssion, Public Law ov. 1, 1951, H. Doc. 182 
For roads and trails maintenance, subsequently reduced $9,000 (fron tal of $3,849,900, which includes 
$295,400 for parkway through rescission, Public Law 253, Nov , 1951, H. Doc. 182 


4 Roads and trails maintenance 
§ Subsequently reduced by sec. 404, Public Law 470, 82d Cong.; $260, roads and trails construction; $505 
roads and trails maintenance 
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Statement of authorizations, appropriations, and allocations for parkways work, 
as of Dec. 81, 1953 


A , A ppropria 
I A t tior 
34 J 4s t JIRA $6, 4 698 $6, 493, 698 
19 I 4 is yore S37, ( 837, 071 
19: Apr. & } 19 Stat 1, 286, GS 1, 286, 687 
LWOS / ; y “ 
4 ) j ta 5 6, 000, 000 | 
Ma } IN 9? Stat j », 000, 000 
38 (52 Stat 2, 000, 000 } 
s tat. Slit 211, 75¢ 211, 756 ' 
1940 es 138 2 Stat. & f OO 
M , tat 4, 500, 000 
1041 Q 2 (59 t & 8. 000. 000 
R 104( ‘ st. 4 2, 000, 000 
Ds 4 Stat jand 1 4. 500. 000 ° f 
44 S 4 4 Stat. 870 W) OM 
28, 194 at. 350 and l 1, 500, 000 
194 Sept. 4 44 4 Stat. 8 QUO 
2 142 269, 235 
1946 LD 12, 1944 (58 Stat. 838 l 1). OO 
1947 ) 12, 1944 (58 Stat. 838 ] 100, 000 
1946 ( tat. 348 11, 000, 000 ' 
1948 ) 9 144 ® Stat. 838 0. O00 
195 20, 1948 (62 at 10, 000, 00: 
Aug. 24 +4 Stat 2 200, DOO 
Oct. 28, 1949 (63 Stat. 9 150, 000 
Oct. 12 49 (63 Stat. 7¢ 7, 500, 000 
1951 June 29, 1948 (62 Stat 0 10, 000, 000 
pt. 6, 1950 (64 Stat 9 25, 750, 000 
1 100, 000 
295. 400 
1952 1 Law 769. Sist 


5, 825, 000 


5 299, 627 


{ 
Aug 1951 (Public Law 136, 82d Cong 13, 000, 000 


4 8, 105, 000 


5 301, 870 


, O00. 000 


3, 816, 300 


5 369. 965 


172, 838d Cong 5 100, 000 





1955 Ju 2 1952 il Law 413. 82d Cons 10, 000, 000 
ta 4, 079, 212 78, 111, 609 

I ini ppro} ted 78, 111, 609 

La itho t > 60, 153. 868 

A t ‘py ated 15, 813, 73 


1 Mississippi River Parkway 
7 Subsequently reduced through rescission by Public Law 258, Nov. 1, 1951, H. Doc. 182, 
$1,021,000 
For roads and t inter ice, subsequently reduced $9,000 (from total of $3,849,- 
900, which includes $3,554,500 for roads and trails), through rescission, Public Law 253, 
Nov. 1, 1951, H. Doc. 182 
* Subsequently reduced by sec. 404, Public Law 470, 838d Cong. ; parkways, $300 


© Roads and trails maintenance 
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


PARKWAYS 


POSSIBLE COMPLETION DATES 
AFTER THE 1955 FISCAL YEAR 


1962 1974 
COMPLETION DATE COMPLETION DATE COMPLETION DATE 
BASED ONA | | BASED ONA | BASED ON PRESENT 
30,000,000 | 410,000,000 | APPROPRIATIONS RATE 
APPROPRIATION | APPROPRIATION OF @ 4,168,000 


| 
A of EACH YEAR 
_sacnvean | = |__SAcHvEAR | L___ SAew Venn 


TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF EIGHT 
AUTHORIZED NATIONAL PAR KWAYS. @ 264,459,000 


TOTAL PARKWAY APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR 1934 THROUGH 1954 FISCAL YEARS. 77,416,000 


AMOUNT IN PARKWAYS PROGRAM 
FOR 1955 FISCAL YEAR (ESTIMATE) 425,000 


BALANCE NEEDED TOCOMPLETE EIGHT 
AUTHORIZED NATIONAL PARKWAYS 
AFTER THE 1955 FISCAL YEAR @ 186,616,000 


AVERAGE PARKWAY APPROPRIATION 
FOR 1934 THROUGH 1958 FISCAL YEARS 
(EXCLUS! VE OF WAR YEARS - 1945 THROUGH 19461. @ 4,166,000 





Wi ae... ee Tr . Zoe0 8 


— @€30,000 000 ANNUALLY WILL REQUIRE 7 YEARS TO COMPLETE EIGHT NATIONAL PARKWAYS ESTIMATE ° 
—=— €10,000,000 ” ” " “ TOCOMPLETE 
=== 4,166,000 ” v é AFTER 


JUNE 30.1955 
(PRESENT AVERAGE) 
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Mr. Wirrn. Before proceeding to any discussion on the disclosures 
of these charts, I wish to refer generally to the basic values of the 
national park system and the service which it performs. These areas 
have proven their value to the Nation many times over. This is evi- 
denced by an increase in visitor attendance from 1 million in 1925 to 
over 46 million in 1953. Appropriate authorizations for these pur- 
poses are a genuine reflection of the people’s desire with regard to one 
of the Nation’s most popular domestic assets. 

I might say that the increase betwee . 1946 and 1953 has been from 
21 million visitors to 46 million. In other words, in that short period 
of approximately 7 years there has been an increase of 25 million visi- 
tors to the national parks, or about a 115-percent increase. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire, Director, during that 7 years you 
were authorized an expenditure of ap prox:mately $70 million ? 

Mr. Wirrn. We were authorized, but we did not receive anywhere 
near that amount. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is what I wanted to bring out. 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes. 

Mr. McGrecor. If you have the figures we would like to have them 
so thatthey might be checked. 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir. I have. For the last year in round figures 
we received about $4 million for roads and trails and $1,500,000 for 
parkways. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do you have any idea of what your total author- 
izations are at the present time ? 

Mr. Wirrnu. We stopped tabul: ote them a few years ago because 
we got so heavy. But we would be glad to tabulate them ‘and insert 
them in the record. 

Mr. McGrecor. We would appreciate it. 

Mr. Wirern. Our budget which we are now defending before the 
Ap ypropriations Subcommittee shows that in our ceiling we have ap- 
proximately $4 million for roads and trails and about $450,000 for 
parkways, out of the total authorization of $20 million for the two. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you. 

Mr. Wirrn. Park roads and parkways are becoming more vital 


each year. The need for them has never been oreater than it was in 
1953. We anticipate that the traffic volumes of 1954 will be even 
oreater than in the past . As the volume of traffic has been greater 
than could be an iticipated for many of these roads when they were 
planned, we must operate and maintain them under exceptional con- 
ditions, resulting in excessive maintenance costs 
We seek to preserve ind kee p en h type of roadw: LY, roadside struc- 

ture and facility as nearly as possible in its original condition as con- 


structed or as subse saa tly imp rroved. We attempt to keep the opera- 
tion of roadw: ay facilities and services in proper condition to provide 
satifactory and safe recreational tr: unsportation on a system which 
represents a cap! ital investment of about $200 million for park roads 
and trails and $77,400,000 for parkways. Maintenance, it should 
be understood, does not include reconstruction or additions and 
betterments. 

In chart A, which pertains to park roads and trails, we have proof 
that the 400 miles of road in Yellowstone National Park demonstrate 
the close relationship between road age, maintenance costs, and recon- 
struction requirements. We believe t thi \is park exemplifies the condi- 
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tions prevailing throughout the national park system where the ad- 
vanced age of roads results in abnormally increased maintenance costs. 
The solution to this condition is, of course, the replacement and im 
rrovement of individual road sections. 

The work proposed on the national park system roads consists of 
major construction, completion of stage construction or reconstruc- 
tion, all of which are classed as improvements. Eighty percent of 
the cost. of the work for park roads is in this category. The remain- 
ing 20 percent, classed as new work, constitutes initiation and develop- 
ment of road routes between destinations where no means of motor 
transportation had existed. In terms of mileage, as contrasted with 
monetary costs, improveme _ account for 87 percent of the total needs 
and new work accounts for 13 percent. 

Replacement or improvement work requires the provision of a new 
bridge where the existing bridge is too old and too weak to carry 
the traffic load. It includes also a resurfacing project where the 
ravages of age, weather, and traffic have rendered the pavement 
structurally unfit for further service. It requires a widening project 


to increase the capacity of an old narrow road. At another location, 
short. relocation provides a modern road in place of the tortuous 
alinement of an existing road. These, and similar projects, represent 


the major elements that go to make up a park road program in any 
one year. What may appear to be a new road is often a replacement 
for or supplement to one or more existing inadequate facilities. 

New road construction provides for initial construction to make 
existing parks availabie for public use. Most of the new work relates 
to the newer park areas such as Olympic, Big Bend, Everglades, and 
the national parkways. In many of these cases the State and private 
contributions of land have made additional park areas possible and 
the Federal Government finances general development of these areas, 
including road construction. 

Our effort to provide better travel conditions is based on an ap- 
praisal of the needs of individual park systems trom comprehensive 
records, including studies of life expectancies of the roads, traffic 
volumes, physical characteristics, and other factors. Unfortunately 
maintenance has been limited by a lack of funds that has permitted 
only slight increase in this work from year to year since World 
War II 

Chart B, which we have included in this report, reveals that we 
are years behind in the development and maintenance of our — 
road systems, 

The average annual appropriation for roads and tr: ails construction 
from 1925 to 1940 was approximately 6 million annually The aver 
age appropriation from 1946 through 1954 has been about 4.5 million 
It should be recognized that the postwar dollar did not go as far as 
the pre-World War II dollar with the net result that the construction 
dollar of the 1946-54 period was reduced by half. In this 8-year 
period we have actu: ne operated on an average of about 2.25 million 
preinflation dollars a year. I did not include the war years in order 
not to distort the nee however, it is only fair to say that we had 
oractically no funds for construction during those years and very 
Fittle for maintenance, 

The information we have submitted reveals that the low level of 
road replacement and improvement during the years 1946-54 is in 
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direct contradiction to the unprecedented rises in motor vehicle regis- 
tration and park visitor attendance. This was a period of such 
phenomenal growth that estimates of car registration for 1960 have 
already been surpassed by the records of 1951. Such misestimation 
resulted from assumption that many old cars would be replaced by 
new ones when car production resumed after the war. Instead the 
new production became an addition to the number of cars existing. 
Today motor vehicles are either young or old. Asa matter of record, 
well over half of them are 8 years old or over. Nevertheless, a sur- 
prisingly large percentage of all ages reach our parks and park at- 
tendance records have been equ: ally surprising in their volume increase. 

While the population of the e ountry is increasing at a very rapid 
rate, the growth in motor vehicle registrations is at a much greater 
rate. This is evidenced by the fact that back in 1935 there was 1 
motor vehicle to every 4.8 persons in the country, while as of the end 
of 19535 there are only 3 perrsons to every motor veh iicle. More cars 
to drive and more drivers financially able to visit our parks results in 
unabated overburdening of our present road facilities. 

An extremely austere appropriation for park road rehabilitation is 
therefore not consistent with the volume of cars and visitors that have 
been attained. Nor is it consistent with the higher standards of road 
construction required under more intense use. What was considered 
adequate 10 years ago is no longer considered adequate today. 

We do not deplore this phenomenal growth. We do not say to these 
newcomers, a ae be more pleasant in the parks if you had 
gone elsewhere. No one has suggested that the 45 million passenger 

be reduced. We acknowledge that our basic responsibility to 
operate parks requires that we make them available to the present 
population as well as to preserve them for future ee There 
is no choice with regard to our policies and decisions as between a 
positive and a negative attitude towards public use of existing road 
facilities. 

The amendments to H. R. 7818 that would be necessary to accom- 
plish a partial acceleration of the completion of park roads and park- 
ways are as follows: 

(1) On page 7, line 9, following the word “reconstruction”, insert 
the word “and.” 

(2) On page 7, line 10, strike out the words “and maintenance.” 

Mr. McGrecor. Then it would read, “For the construction, recon- 
struction, improvement, and maintenance of parkways.” In other 
words, you want to connect the two units of construction and 
reconstruction ¢ 

Mr. Wirrn. I want to take out the words “and maintenance” and 
make the authorization applicable to the construction with nothing 
to do with maintenance. Under roads and trails it applies to con- 
struction only and reconstruction on improvements. 

Mr. McGrecor. If I may interrupt, I think we are looking at some- 
thing different here. In your first recommendation you said on page 
7, line 9, following the word “reconstruction” insert the word “and.” 

Mr. Wietn. That is right. 

Mr. McGrecor. Then it would read, “For the construction and re- 
construction, improvement and maintenance of parkways” and so 
forth. That is on page 7, line 9. That is your first amendment. 

Mr. Wirern. That is right. 
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Mr. McGrecor. Why do you want to put that in? 

Mr. Wirru. On the next line, line 10, I then strike out the words 
“and maintenance.” 

Mr. McGreeor. You are connecting reconstruction and making a 
difference between reconstruction and maintenance $ 

Mr. Wirtn. I am taking out maintenance entirely. In other words, 
on line 9, on page 7, following the word “reconstruction” insert the 
word “and.” On the next line take out the two words “and main- 
tenance.’ 

Mr. McGreeor. All right. 

Mr. Wirru. In other words, this authorization is for construction 
and not for maintenance. It puts the parkways in the same category 
as our roads and trails. It isthe same as the section above. 

Mr. McGrecor. How would the maintenance be taken care of ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Through our regular request, like we have for build- 
ings, and utilities, and everything else. We do not feel we need 
special authorization for maintenance. 

Mr. McGrecor. I understand. 

Mr. Wirru. On page 1, immediately following subsection (b) insert 
the following new subsection (c), and reletter the remaining sub- 
section as subsection (d) accordingly: 

(c) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of park roads and 
parkways in the general metropolitan area of Washington, D. C., on lands to 
which titles is vested in the United States, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $8 million for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and 
a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 

Subsection (Cc) would be a new subsection which I] believe is con- 
sistent with current developments concerning prosecution of a separate 
public works program for the metropolitan area of Washington, D. C., 
and environs This would provide for Federal road and parkway 
construction, much of which is integrated with District of Columbia 
and States of Maryland and Virginia street and highway projects 
included in the comprehensive plan for the area. In this pron um we 
would be guided by recommendations and plans of the National C api- 
tal Planning Commission. 

[ estimate that the recommended amount of $8 million annually over 
a period of 10 years would insure comp wotzon of the program the 
Federal Government is obligated to undertake to coincide with District 
and State improvements. 

Mr. McGreeor. Isn't it correct that we have no jurisdiction over the 
highway program within the District of Columbia. That would come 
under the jurisdiction of the committee in Congress that has to do 
with the District of Columbia, whereas this bill relates to a highway 
bill and there is no matching whatever in your recommendation here. 

Mr. Wirrn. Mr. Chairman, in the District of Columbia the Na- 
tional Capital Parks are administered by the National Park Service. 
They are Federal lands, like Rock Cree 1k Park, and the Mall, and so 
forth. Those are developed with Federal appropriations at the pres- 
ent time, and whatever money we spend on it comes out of the general 
authorizations which we now have of $10 million for all of the 180 
areas throughout the Nation. 

The burden of keeping up with this accelerated program which we 
anticipate will come out of Congress will require additional funds, 
and more than we have in our authorization to meet those needs as they 
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affect the Federal properties in the park system, such as the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway, which goes up to Great Falls and 
which is all on Federal land and is not a project for the District of 
Columbia to carry out. 

It would be impossible to take that out of our small amount for the 
entire National Park Service. 

I want to make it clear this is my suggestion and I have no clear- 
ance on it. Time was so short that I did not want to miss the oppor- 
tunity of at least bringing it to the attention of the committee. I will 
bring it to the attention of the Secretary, of course. It is up there now 
but I could not get an answer as to whether it would be cleared. 

Mr. McGreeor. Thank you very much. We appreciate your state- 
ment and will give it every consideration. 

Mr. Wirrn. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McGregor. The next witness is Mr. Brown, the Chief of the 
Branch of Roads of the Indian Bureau of the Department of the 
Interior. 

I might say, Mr. Brown certainly needs no introduction to this com- 
mittee. We are very glad to have you with us, Mr. Brown. 


STATEMENT OF J. MAUGHS BROWN, CHIEF OF THE BRANCH OF 
ROADS, INDIAN BUREAU, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I have a very small statement. 

Mr. McGreeor. All right. 

Mr. Brown. First, my name is J. Maughs Brown, Chief of the 
Branch of Roads of the Indian Bureau of the Department of the 
Interior. 

After I read this statement I will be very happy to say a few words 
more or less off the record. 

Mr. McGrecor. How long is your statement ? 

Mr. Brown. It is 4 pages and will take about 4 minutes. 

The Government of the United States is responsible for a total of 
19,000 miles of roads and truck trails on Indian reservations in this 

ountry. The reservations and Indian communities served by this 
ae mileage of roads and trails are widely scattered throughout the 
United States. Many types of climate and terrain make it necessary 
to resolve a wide variety of roadbuilding conditions. The total area 
of Indian reservations is larger than the combined area of several of 
our smaller States. In most of the isolated areas of the West we have 
a rural Indian population with no adequate means of transportation 
of any kind, no railroads or adequate roads to compensate. It is 
this need that section 4 (c) of H. R. 7818 proposes to cover. 

Today it is almost universally recognized throughout the — 
world that the rate of both the economic and social progress of 
people is largely determined by the rate of the development of the 
means of transportation. In order to accelerate the progress of the 
American Indians the basic element on which such progress is based 
must be provided. This committee is well aware of these facts and 
that the importance to the Indians of an adequate road system can 
hs irdly be ove remip yhe sized. 

Road development on Indian reservations is a basic requisite to the 
success of all other Indian welfare programs for which Congress an- 
nually appropriates funds—-+the educational, health, social, and phys- 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 139 


ical betterment. In order to obtain the full value of these worth- 
while efforts, a balanced program must be planned and carried for- 
ward. At the present stage of progress road construction has fallen 
short of that required to balance the reservation programs and to 
make fully effective the funds appropriated for these basic needs. 

Of the 19,000 miles of roads and truck trails now in use on Indian 
reservations, 15.000 miles are classed as primary and secondary roads, 
and the remainder as truck trails. Of these 15,000 miles, at least 
9,000 miles now need to be improved. These are roads that were built 
to a very low standard with nonpermanent structures. Improvement 
Is necessal’y because not only do such roads—built in the 1930’s 
wear out, but also because their deterioration was accelerated by 
the lack of maintenance during the war years. Providing a more 
permanent type is the only sensible and economical means of bring 
ing them both to a condition of usefulness and to achieve a conserva- 
tion of public funds. 

Roadbuilding was started on Indian reservations by the Federal 
Government, first, because roads were so badly needed; and, second, 
no one else could be found to do the job. Rightly Ol wrongly, the 
counties in Indian country refused to do anything about Indian roads. 
In fairness it can be said that a large percentage of counties were 
unable, financially , even to proy ide and take care of the roads the non 
Indian population was demanding. 

Since the program of building roads on Indian reservations by 
the Government wa started, there has developed through the years 
a climate of 200d will and cooperation between the counties and the 
Federal Government. Many cooperative projects of benefit to both 
Indians and hon Indians have been completed. Also, the financial 
burden on the counties of building county roads has been eased by 
more State and Federal participation until now on a national basis 
approximately 85 percent of county road funds are provided by other 
than land taxes. In many Western States, however, counties still 
obtain a large percentage of their road funds from local land taxes. 
Where counties receive a large percentage of road funds from the 
State gasoline taxes and motor vehicle taxes, a favorable climate 
exists for the prosecution of a policy of reduc ing Federal responsi- 
bilities in Indian affairs wherever possible without damage to Indian 
welfare. In most instances, county boards of commissioners will take 
over the future and permanent responsibility of any road that has a 
general community value if the Bureau of Indian Affairs will put the 
road in such a condition that maintenance costs will not be prohibitive. 
This means grading or surfacing or both in nearly every such case. 

Thus, funds to be authorized for Indian Bureau roads under the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 will accomplish more than their 
basic development purpose. They will also be used to speed the liqui 
dation of Government responsibility for Indian reservation roads 
wherever it is possible to do so, Following this policy of cooperation 
with the counties has enabled the Bureau of Indian Affairs to reduce 
the mileage of maintenance responsibility from 20,500 to 19,000 miles 
in the last 2 years. 

An analysis made in connection with the California withdrawal 
program indicates that it will cost less to put the Indian roads in 
shape and turn them over to the counties than to maintain them for 
15 years. Agreements have been negotiated with all but one of the 
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California counties involved to accept this responsibility after the 
roads have been put in shape. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 authorized $10 million a 
year for Indian roads. Badly needed construction of these roads has 
been postponed from year to year. As more bridges become unsafe 
and more miles of road wear out each year and costs of doing road 
work sharply rise, the situation is getting worse instead of better. The 
longer adequate steps to correct the conditions are postponed, the 
greater the eventual cost to the Government. 

When C ongress passed the Nav: 1jo-Hopi Rehabilitation Act (Pub- 
lie Law 474) approved April 19, 1950, $20 million was provided for 

. 10-year road-improvement program. This would have required an 
nena of $2 million a year. About $1 million a year has been 
available. Asa result road deve ‘lopment is way behind schedule. This 
delay is handicapping the other developments and adding more costs. 

In order to bring the Navajo-Hopi program into balance, $4 million 
annually will be required during the fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 

In addition there are some 200 other Indian reservations through- 
out the country in dire need of road improvements. These other im- 
provements are estimated to cost $120 million. The longer they are 
postponed, the more the eventual cost to the Government. It is desir- 
able, not only on the basis of the immediate need, but also because of 
the need to liquidate Government responsibility as soon as possible, 
that this work be done in 20 years or less. This would require an 
annual expenditure of $6 million. 

Therefore, the total amount required for construction of Indian 
roads for the fiscal years of 1956 and 1957—to proceed with the 
Navajo-Hopi program and to expedite the Federal withdrawal proc- 
ess—is $10 million annually. 

The building of roads on Indian reservations can be justified en- 
tirely as a farsighted program of long-range economy essential not 
only to the welfare of the residents but also to the development of 
the areas and the protection of our natural resources. 

In addition, such a program will provide still another important 
dividend—the very definite value of the work and training the pro- 
gram will offer to the resident Indian population. Through working 
on the road program in the past hundreds of Indians have become 
skilled machine operators and mechanics and are now making their 
own way in this manner to their own satisfaction and to the credit 
of the Indian peoples. On the Navajo-Hopi area formulated training 
program has been put into effect and, as a part of this program, an 
apprentice-training schedule has been developed and approved by the 
Department of Labor. This feature of the road program is a valuable 
contribution to the long-term goal of solving the Indian problem 
by making the Indian a self-sufficient member of the American 
community. 

In view of all these factors it is apparent that a farsighted program 
of road development will prove not only a long-range economy, but 
also will contribute to the social and material resources and to the 
protection of the natural resources of this country at a time when 
those factors are more vital than ever before. 

Due to lack of time this statement has not been cleared with the 
Bureau of the Budget. 
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You gentlemen of this committee are vitally interested in the de- 
velopment of all the major highway programs of this country, but 
I do not think that as a Member of Congress you are not also inter- 
ested in the welfare of the Indians of the United States. I think 
the program of road development on Indian reservations is part and 
parcel not only of the major highway program of the United States, 
but of the very decided sentiment of Congress to help the American 
Indian to take his place in the general community of this country. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. McGregor. Thank you very much. 

Governor Dempsey, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Dempsey. I did not get the gentleman's hame, 
what you say. 

Mr. Brown. It is Brown. 

Mr. Demrszy. From the Indian Bureau ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any questions from members of the com- 
mittee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Brown. Thank you. 

Mr. McGrecor. The next witness is Mr. Robert F. Woodward, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affair 5 

We are glad to have you with us, Mr. Woodward. 


but I agree with 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT F. WOODWARD, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INTER-AMERICAN AFFAIRS 


Mr. Woopwarp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McGrecor. If I may interrupt, do you have a prepared state 
ment for the committee ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Our prepared statement, sir, was included in a 
letter to the chairman which I believe is on file. 

Mr. McGreoor. All right. I wounder if we might have our counsel 
read the letter so that it might be a part of the record. 

Mr. Trerney. This letter is from the Department of State, Wash- 
ington, and reads as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D. C., February 16, 1954. 
Hon, GrorGe A, DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, 

My Dear Mr. Donpero: In your letter of February 10, 1954, which trans- 
mitted a copy of H. R. 7818—a bill a amend and supplement the Federal-Aid 
Road Act—the comments of the Department of State were requested on the merits 
of the sections in it relating to the authorizations of funds for the Inter-Ameri- 
can Highway, and the Rama Road in Nicaragua. 

At the outset, this Department wishes to state its firm, unequivocal support 
of congressional action which will provide funds for the eventual completion 
of the Inter-American Highway and the Rama Road. 

The question has arisen whether further authorizations of funds for the Inter- 
American Highway and the Rama Road as proposed in H. R. 7818 are necessary 
at this time. While additional authorizations are desirable in order to show 
the intent of the Congress to complete these roads, they are not requested pro- 
vided the previous authorizations set forth in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 
1952 remain valid or are extended so that the funds may properly be appro- 
priated in fiscal year 1955 and 1956. 








142 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


It should be recalled that the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1952 (Public Law 
413, 82d Cong.) provided for continuing the work on the Inter-American Highway 
with authorizations of $8 million for each of the fiscal years 1953 and 1954. 
Likewise, $2 million for each of the same fiseai years were authorized for the 
continued construction of the Rama Road. However, of the total funds author- 
ized to be appropriated by the Congress only $1 million has thus far been appro- 
priated for the Inter-American Highway, and a similar amount for the Rama 
Road. There remains available for appropriation $15 million for the Inter 
American Highway, and $3 million for the Rama Road. On January 14, before 
a subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee, this Department vig 
orously supported the appropriation of $1 million for the Inter-American High 
way, and $1 million for the Rama Road to the Department of Commerce in its 
regular budget for the fiscal year 1955 so that additional work toward completing 
the roads could be carried on. 

The appropriation of funds for the highway construction on the basis of the 
funds authorized and extended, rather than additional authorizations, is needed 
now. The Department of State trusts that the Congress will consider seriously 
future action in that regard. 

With respect to the change in the language of sections 5 and 6 of H. R. 7818 
authorizing the money to be appropriate 7 to the Department of State instead of 
to the Department of Commerce, the Department of State considers that it is the 
proper agency to provide the necessary political guidance with the nations of 
Central America concerned in the construction work. It will, as it has in the 
past, support the programs before the appropriate committees of Congress, and 
it will negotiate the necessary overall agreements with the foreign govern 
ments in accordance with the regulations prescribed by the Congress for the 
use of the funds. It agrees that the Bureau cf Public Reads of the Department 
of Commerce is the proper agency to supervise the technical details of the 
cooperative constructions. It does not. however. consider that it is within 
its competence to determine which is the proper agency of the Government to 
receive the authorizations and seek the appropriation of the necessary funds 
to complete the construction work 

In order that the views of the Department of State may reach the committee 
promptly as requested, this report has not been cleared with the Bureau of the 
Budget. to which copies are being sent 

Sincerely yours, 
THRUSTON B. Morton, 
{ssistant Secretary 
(For the Acting Secretary of State.) 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Tierney. 

You may proceed, Mr. Woodward. 

Mr. Dempsey. May I ask the gentleman a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. McGrecor. Yes, Mr. Dempsey. 

Mr. Dempsey. You are connected with the State Department? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. I am Deputy Assistant. 

Mr. Demrsry. You know, of course, that this committee recom- 
mended $8 million a year for the Inter-American Road 2 years ago? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. And we heard nothing from the State Department 
asking that the ap propriation be given. Instead the Appropriations 
Committee was kind enough to cut it by $7 million, and the Rama 
mone o $1 million, which is very little. We now have some $14 

Lillion unexpended, I think, that is, authorized but unexpended. 

“W e felt then, and I feel now, that the more quickly the road is 
comp leted the — it will cost the Federal Government. I just 
wondered if the State Department is going to back this committee 
up before the Appropri: itions Committee to see that something is done, 
rather than ignore it, as was done 2 years ago. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. We are heartily in accord with the proj- 
ect and we would like to support it as vigorously as we can. 
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Mr. Demrsry. The Bureau of the Budget did not take that atti- 
tude, and I made a point of the very thing you are talking about now. 

[ have another question. What is the purpose of transferring 
the functions of the Bureau of Public Roads to the State Depart- 
ment’ Is it done from the diplomatic viewpoint or the construc- 
tion viewpoint 6 

Mr. Woopwarp. We are recommending here in the letter which the 
counsel just read that the money be appropriated to the Department 
of Commerce, to the Bureau of Public Roads, because they obviously 
have the best qualifications for carrying out the technical work and 
actually expending the funds. The change in the draft of the legis- 
lation was not at our suggestion—the change to appropriate it to 
the Department of State. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. McGreeor. I might read from page 2: 

It agrees that the Bureau of Public Roads of the Department of Commerce 
is the proper agency to supervise the technical details of the cooperative 
constructions. 

If I understand you correctly, you wanted to be left alone and 
the money authorized under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
Commerce to the Bureau of Public Roads? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsry. I am very glad to hear that because I was in Peru 
2 years ago and there was a very able representative of the rea au of 
Public Roads there who speaks Spanish and English and is doing a 
terrific job. I want that same agent to continue with the construction 
to its completion. As to the diplomatic standpoint, of course it will 
be the State Department. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield for a question / 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. McGrecor. I want to clarify this in my mind: Do I understand 
you correctly to say, 

There remains available for appropriation $15 million for the Inter-American 
Highway, and $3 million for the Rama Road. 

Your counsel takes the position that the specific law says it shall 
main until expended and no new authorization is necessary for the 
unexpen ded balances in the ap propr lations. 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is the opinion of one counsel we consulted. 
But the counsel of the General Accounting Office says he believes we 
may run or ulty on the interpretation of that phrase. 

The House Parliamentarian expresset | the view in formally that it 
would be cael to make certain that that phrase ac tually does con 
tinue the authorization beyond the years spe cified in the Act of 1952 

Mr. McGrecor. Then you recommend that the section remain in 
the bill, as set forth on pages 8 and 9, and you would ask for continued 
authorization from the Congress? 

Mr. Woopwarp. We would appreciate it if we could have some 
wording that would make certain that sections 5 and 6 of the act of 
1952 which says, “to be available until expended,” would actually ex 
tend it be yond the end of fiscal year June 30, 1954. 

Mr. McGrecor. In other words, you think maybe we can make 
some changes in the authorization extending the years rather than to 
spell it out as we have set forth in this legislation ? 
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Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McoGrecor. I hope you are right. 

Mr. Woowarp. If I may be permitted to say this off the record? 

Mr. McGrecor. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Dempsey. The money we have unexpended now, do you not pro- 
pose to use any of it for the year 1954 if it 1s available ¢ 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. If we are able to persuade the Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Mr. Dempsey. And only to the extent you cannot, then we should 
have to continue the authority for the expenditure of those funds‘ 
In other words, if you can get $8 million next year rather than $1 
million, that is what you want. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. Plus whatever is authorized for the Rama Road, 
which I think is $2 million. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. But the authorization by this committee and the Con- 
gress was such that you have funds given by the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. The Director of the Budget was against it and the State 
Department was asleep at the switch on that particular occasion. I 
am not talking about that, but I am talking about this instance now. 

Mr. Woopwarp. I am not sure whether it was an inability to get the 
permission of the Bureau of the Budget to make the request, or what 
it was. 

Mr. Dempsrty. Whether they request the permission from the 
Bureau of the Budget or not, I do not know, but I do know that they 
did not appear in protest against the cutting down of funds after we 
authorized it. We sometimes like the departments to indicate some 
concern about a thing which is so important as the completion of that 
Inter-American Road. 

Mr. Woopwarp. If we fail to obtain the permission of the Bureau of 
the Budget to make a request for appropriations would you like to 
have us come in and explain that that is not in acco rd with our 
thinking ? 

Mr. Demrsry. No. Because that will probably be offensive to the 
Bureau of the Budget. But from what emanated from the White 
House with reference to what is needed to be done in Central America 
and South America, I do not think there will be much difficulty, 
because I have an idea that the Director of the Budget takes orders 
from the President. 

Mr. Woopwarp. We are very appreciative of your enthusiastic 
support. 

Mr. McGregor. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Woopwarp. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the question of clari 
fying the past authorization as compared with sustaining the new 
authorization is now clearly posed to the committee. The method of 
doing that is something we do not feel qualified to recommend. 

Mr. McGrecor. We will have to take that up in executive session 
with counsel, and possibly we can amend the legislation to make cer- 
tain we are not reducing the authorizations already passed. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Thank you very much, 

On the point of the basic reasons for wishing to continue the con- 
struction of the Inter-American Highway and the Rama Road in 





em na 


<a stale = 





ie secseenice 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 145 


Nicaragua, I believe the committee already has ample information 
on the record on that point. If any more is desired perhaps an 
executive session will be the best place to discuss the foreign relations 
considerations. 

Mr. McGregor. We hope you will be available if we need you when 
we meet in executive session to write up an amendment. At that time 
you can give us your further views. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McGregor. Are there any other questions by members of the 
committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGreeor. If not, thank you very much. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. My attention has been called to page 8. The previ- 
ous authorization which we passed did not complete the program on 
either the Rama Road or the Inter-American Highway. On page 8, 
it says— 
as are necessary to complete the United States obligation under the applicable 
agreement * * * 

Mr. Dempsey. The total for the completion was $56 million. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is right. But with this increased authoriza- 
tion will that give us money enough for the completion of it? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. For the Rama Road we estimate $4 
million will complete the project. 

Mr. McGrecor. That would complete the Rama Road? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGreeoor. Thank you very much. 

Our next witness is Mr. John V. Lawrence, director of the Ameri- 
can Trucking Association. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN V. LAWRENCE, MANAGING DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Lawrence. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is John V. Lawrence, and I am managing director of the Ameri- 
ean Trucking Association. That organization is known to most of 
you but I might say for the record that it is the national trade associa- 
tion of the trucking industry representing all types of carriers, both 
for hire and private, and having affiliated associations in - 18 States 
and the District of Columbia. Our offices are located at 1424 Six- 
teenth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Since appearing here last year our organization made a change in 
its policy. This action was taken at our annual meeting held in Los 
Angeles last October. 

Following that meeting I wrote Congressman McGregor, chairman, 
with copies to all members of the subcommittee on roads, informing 
them of this policy change. But I think it important that I take here 
a few minutes to state this position in clear terms. 

For a long time it has been our position that the Federal automotive 
taxes should be repealed, and that such taxes should be collected only 
by the States, which rely upon motor-vehicle taxes as the primary 
source of highway funds. To this extent, our position was in line with 
the position of the governors’ conference. 
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We do not agree at all, however, with a suggestion of the governors’ 
conference that repeal of the Federal automotive taxes should be 
accomplished by cancellation of the Federal program of highway aid 
to the States. There is a tremendous need for continuance of the 
Federal-aid program and the Federal Government has a definite and 
pressing responsibility to continue it. In fact, we would not want to 
see the Federal taxes repealed if such repeal automatically meant can- 
cellation of the Federal-aid program. 

We would give a lot of thought to a situation of that kind. 

As stated before the committee last year, we believe that the Bureau 
of Public Roads fills a very important role in the highway picture. It 

should be continued at full vigor. 

Our general position has been well stated by the National Highway 
Users Conference, of which we are a member as follows: 

The Board of Governors of the National Highways Users Conference reiterates 
its belief in the Federal-aid highway principle and the time-tested values of the 
Bureau of Public Roads which administers Federal grants for highways. 

The Board reaffirms the conference position that the general benefits of high- 
ways to the Nation, State, and communities, including the national defense, 
delivery of mail, interstate commerce, and other national interests, make it 
imperative that the Federal Government contribute to the costs of highways 
from general revenues; and that the control of Federal highway expenditures 
and related matters should be centered in one competent agency of the Federal 
Government designated by the Congress. 

The Board of Governors therefore urges that the traditional principles of 
Federal aid for highways should not be abolished or radically modified. 

At the same time, the Board of Governors emphasizes that there is no historical 
relationship between Federal aid and the Federal automotive excise taxes, whose 
repeal has long been an objective of highway user groups. 

We believe the contention that there is no connection between the 
Federal automotive taxes and the Federal-aid highway program is 
well founded. 

In any event, if it should be determined that Federal aid may not be 
continued unless the taxes also are continued, then it is our position 
that the Federal-aid appropriations, which are very substantially less 
than the Federal automotive taxes, should be increased to a level more 
nearly in keeping with the taxes collected. 

If the taxes are to be continued, we believe Federal aid should be 
increased at least to the level of the Federal tax on fuel, which cur- 
rently is about $900 million. 

At our annual meeting it was the feeling of our people that if these 
emergency excise taxes are to be continued a greater part of them 
should be spent to correct the serious deficiencies in our highway pro- 

grams, rather than diverting them to purposes having no relation to 

the —_— ay problem. We, therefore, endorsed the policy of the 
American Association of State Highway Officials which called for an 
tad in Federal aid up to the sum of $900 million. 

We have examined the various bills that were listed in the invitation 
to appear at this meeting of the committee. _They included H. R. 
14 (Dempsey), H. R. 1407 (Patten), H. R. 3528 Uneaten) » MR. 
3529 (Oakman), H. R. 7124 (Mack), H. R. 7207 (Seudder), and H. R. 
7678 (Watts). 

All of these bills attempt to a greater or lesser extent to carry out a 
Federal-aid program at an increasing rate. 

We have also examined H. R. 7818 by Mr. MeGregor, the chairman 
of the subcommittee, which appears to carry out the program nearest 
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to that desired by our people. We, therefore, urge the committee to 
give careful consideration of Mr. McGregor’s bill with a view to 
enacting it into law. 

If I might just summarize it in a few words, Mr. Chairman, nobody 
likes to pay taxes. We look at them with a realistic view. I recall 
in World War I the automotive taxes were finally eliminated about 
late in 1927 or 1928, which was 10 years after World War Il. We had 
an expenditure which was bigger in scope than that in World War II. 

On top of that we had another incident in Korea and we have to be 
realists and look at this in a realistic way. As a matter of fact, 10 
years have not even passed since VJ Day, which would be a period 
similar to the 10 years that elapsed last time before the elimination of 
these taxes. 

However, we do feel this: If we are paying those taxes we think 
your committee and not other committees of Congress should have 
some control of how that money is spent. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much. 

The Chair has received the letter to which you refer that contained 
a reversal of the statement you made to our committee last year. Per- 
sonally I think it shows the unbiased attitude of your organization in 
that recognize you might have been in error and corrected it at a later 
date. 

Are there any questions from the committee of Mr. Lawrence ? 

Mr. Demrsry. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Dempsey. 

Mr. Dempsey. You speak of increasing the amounts in different 
categories, I assume. The bill I introduced on January 1 of last year 
was to become effective or would have been effective last year if we 
passed it. Are you for waiting for another year and a half before 
this extra money goes into operation, or are you for expending it 
sooner than that? 

Mr. Lawrence. We would like to see it start, but it looks like the 
committee is acting—— 

Mr. Demrsry. Do you think we can wait for a year and a half with- 
out killing a lot more people? 

Mr. Lawrence. We are that much further behind. We would like to 
get on with the job. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is what I had in mind. 

Mr. Lawrence. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is all. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any other questions / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Lawrence. 

I guess perhaps the Chair forgot to call on Mr. George C. Koss of 
the Associated General Contractors of America. 

We are glad to have you with us now, Mr. Koss. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE C. KOSS, ASSOCIATED GENERAL 
CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA 


Mr. Koss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 

My name is George C. Koss, president of the Koss Construction Co., 
Des Moines, Iowa, which specializes in concrete pavement of highways 
and airports in the Midwest area. 
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Today I appear as a representative of the Associated General Con- 
tractors of America. I am a member of the association’s executive 
committee, and have been elected national vice president and will 
take office at the annual convention which will open in Los Angeles 
on March 

The AGC is the nationwide organization representing more than 
6.500 of the Nation’s leading general contractors, more than half of 
which, either exclusively or as a part of their work, engage in the con- 
struction of highways, roads, streets, bridges, tunnels, viaducts, or 
other projects relating to vehicular transportation. These companies, 
in most States, execute the majority of highway construction work. 

My testimony today can be brief beceuse Mr. P. M. Thornton, of 
Hancock, Mich., chairman of the AGC highw: iy contrac tors’ division, 
and I had the pleasure of appearing before your committee last June 
19 to present the recommendations of highway contractors on prospec- 
tive highway legislation. I would appreciate our previous statement 
being considered part of my testimony today. 

At this time I shall confine my testimony to H. R. 7818, by Chairman 
J Harry McGregor of this subcommittee, because it is my under- 
standing that this bill presents the administration’s Federal-aid high- 
way program for the fiscal years beginning July 1, 1955, and 1956. 
I shall limit my prepared statement to the following subjects, but will 
be glad to try to answer your questions on others. 


1. HIGHWAY NEEDS 


This association consistently has taken the position that it is not 
the function of contractors, but it is the function of C ongress acting 
upon the recommendation of appropriate highway officials and Gov- 
ernment officials to determine the Federal-highway program and its 
size. 

According to my arithmetic, the Federal-aid proposals in the bill 
with the exception of the amount for the interstate network which is 
increased to $200 million annually from the current $25 million, are 
halfway between the amounts currently authorized and the amounts 
recommended by the American Association of State Highway Officials 
at its annual convention last November. 

I believe that highway contractors would agree that these annual 
authorizations are the barest minimums necessary if we are to make 
any progress in developing a more adequate highway system. 


2. BENEFITS OF PROMPT ACTION 


Without going into details, highway contractors will agree that in 
the long run the cost to the Nation will be less if we take prompt 
action in starting on the construction program necessary for an ade- 
quate highway system than if we delay while existing highw: ays are 
further pounded to pieces by the ste adily increasing volume of traffic. 


3. PROPER FEDERAL ACTION 


This bill authorizing annual Federal expenditures of nearly $900 
million approaches the revenues from Federal gasoline taxes which 
are now in the cuiatisdbieai’ of $910 million a year. 

Our association by resolution has recommended that the Federal 
Government assume its proper responsibility for the Nation’s highway 
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needs “by increasing Federal-aid returns to the States of not less than 
the total amount of funds collected in taxes from highway users.” 
We have consistently pointed out the dangers of diversion of highway 
funds to other purposes by any unit of rvovernment. 

This bill comes closer to preventing diversion by the Federal Gov- 
ernment than the current authorizations. 


4. INDUSTRY HAS AMPLE CAPACITY 


My final point is to give to you, on behalf of the highway contractors 
of the Nation, the assurance that the industry has the capac ity to carry 
out an expanded highway construction program promptly, efficie ntly, 
and economically. 

The highway construction industry now has, and so far as can be 
foreseen of the period covered by this bill will have, ample resources 
of manpower, materials, and equipment, under the supervisory of skill 
of experienced and responsible contractors, to perform all of the con- 
struction required by this program on schedule and with increasing 
efliciency. 

The point of increasing efficiency is one to which I give stress. 
Constantly through industry wide work by our association with the 
associations of highway officials, equipment manufacturers, and dis- 
tributors, and others, we are working for improvements in design, 

een administrative procedures, improved equipment, and 
deve loping more hig] ily trained pe rsonnel which lead to more efficient 
operations. 

Competition between contractors has been steadily increasing and 
will continue to stay exceedingly keen in the future. This com- 
pet ition forces each contractor to be constantly lMprovi ing his efliciency 
if he is to stay in business. 

CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, I would like to repeat that while we do not believe 
that it is our function to determine highway needs, highways contrac- 
tors are in a position to observe highw: ay needs. On behalf of hig rh- 
way contractors I express the opinion that this proposed bill is a 
distinct improvement over the current authorizations, and represents 
the minimum needs for construction of an adequate highway system. 

Let me leave you with the assurance, on behalf of the contracting 
industry, that the industry has and will have more than ample capac- 
ity to execute an expanded construction program promptly and with 
increasing efficiency. The public will receive full value for its ir 
vestment in highway construction. 

Mr. McGreeor. Thank you very much for your splendid statement. 
We are especially glad to hear the news that the contractors’ group 
have the facilities to carry out this program. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Dempsey. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. McGrecor. Governor Dempsey 

Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Koss, I see you would like to have about double 
the amount that this bill hopes to place in a firm appropriation. That 
would be in excess of the gasoline tax returns, would it not? 

Mr. Koss. Yes. That would be in excess of the gasoline tax returns, 
I believe there are other excise taxes on automotive parts. 








150 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Mr. Dempsey. Yes. And there are items in this bill that have no 
connection with the gasoline tax. 

Mr. Koss. That is correct. 

Mr. Dempsey. I am talking about forest roads, and things of that 
kind. 

Mr. Koss. Yes. 

Mr. Demrsry. There are about $70 million in here just because this 

. highway bill and takes in these other things. But they should 
not be charged to the gasoline tax end of it. 

Mr. Koss. That is right. 

Mr. Dempsey. We can go about a hundred million dollars more, 
which I hope we do before we are through with this. 

Mr. Koss. Yes. 

Mr. Dempsey. I quite agree with your statement that the earlier 
we get on this the better it is. I can say that the subcommittee with 
Mr. McGregor, our chairman, has been working to that end, because 
we want to get on it this July rather than next July. I always like 
the word “this” instead of “next.’ 

Mr. McGreeor. Are there any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much. We appreciate learning 
your views. 

Mr. Koss. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. The next and last witness is Mr. C. Emerson Dun- 
ean, attorney of the American Public Power Association. 

Weare very olad to have you W ith us, Mr. Duncan. 


STATEMENT OF C. EMERSON DUNCAN, II, ATTORNEY FOR THE 
AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Duncan. My name is C. Emerson Duncan, I]. I am associated 
with the law offices of Northeutt Ely, Tower Building, Washington 5, 
D.C. We are general counsel for the Amer ic an Power Association 
and this statement is submitted on behalf of that association The 
American Public Power Association is a national trade organization 
representing over 700 local publicly owned electric utilities—prima- 
rily municipal electric systems—in 38 States and in Puerto Rico. 

The problems which our member systems have encountered in relo- 
cating their facilities as a result. of the Federal-aid highway construc- 
tion program have been repeatedly brought to the attention of the 
association. At a recent meeting of the legislative committee of the 
association in Chicago, an informal resolution was passed which en- 
dorsed legislation providing for reimbursement to the utilities for 
costs of relocating facilities to accommodate Federal-aid projects. 
That resolution reemphasizes the position of the association which 
has twice before spoken out in support of similar measures introduced 
in Congress. 

A statement was made before the Senate Committee on Public 
Works in support of S. 2585, 82d Congress, 2d session, and that posi- 
tion was reaffirmed by Mr. Alex Radin, general manager of the asso- 
ciation, in a letter to the chairman of this committee on the subject 
of the hearings held in July 1953 concerning the question of reim- 
bursement of utilities when they are required to relocate their facil- 
ities because of Federal-aid highw: ay construction. 
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An amendment designed to correct the obvious inequities of pres- 
ent legislation is u nee ntly needed. Since the — of the original 
Federal-Aid Road Act (39 Stat. 355, ch. 241, July 1916) the ques- 
tion of reimbursement for relocation of facilities occasioned by high- 
way construction has been of primary concern. The Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 842, ch. 626, sec. 7, December 20, 1944) 
which amended and supplemented the act of 1916, redefined “construc- 
tion” as follows: 

When used in this Act, unless the context indicates otherwise—the term “con- 
struction” means the supervising, inspecting, actual building, and all expenses 
incidental to the construction or reconstruction of a highway, including locating, 
surveying, and mapping, costs of rights-of-way, and elimination of hazards of 
railway-grade crossings. 

As pointed out in Senate Report No. 1056 (78th Cong., 2d sess.) this 
act expanded the meaning of the term “construction” to include (a) 
locating, surveying, and mapping, which costs had previously been 
expressly exc epted ; and (b) the costs of the elimination of hazards at 
railroad crossings. Section 5 (a) of the 1944 act further provided : 

That the entire construction cost of projects for the elimination of hazards 
of railway-highway crossings, including the separation or protection of grades 
at crossings, the reconstruction of existing railroad grade crossing structures, 
and the relocation of highways to eliminate grade crossings, may be paid from 
Federal funds except that not more than 50 percent of the right-of-way and 
property damage costs, paid from public funds, on any such project, may be paid 
from Federal funds. 

The act of 1944 thus recognized that the cost of relocating a rail- 
road was properly a “construction” cost when the relocation was at- 
tributable to highw: ay construction. 

The introduction of S. 2585 in the 82d Congress, 2d session, and 
S. 1108, introduced in the last session by Senator Johnson of Colorado, 
indicated a growing awareness in Congress of the discrimination 
igainst other utilities and in favor of the railroads, with respect to 
relocation costs. Both measures purported to bring the relocation 
and readjustment of utility facilities within the definition of “con- 
struction” as provided in the act of 1944, so that there would be no 
differentiation between railroad and other utilities with respect to 
costs of relocation necessitated by the contruction of Federal highways. 

The case for inclusion of other utilities within the framework of 
existing legislation is a strong one. Railroads are required by the 
laws of many States to bear the entire cost of relocation—including 
in some instances costs attributable to the construction of overpasses 
and bridges. Such State laws are based on the concept that the rail- 
roads create a serious hazard to vehicular travel on highways. How- 
ever, other utilities, including pipelines, telephones, waterlines, and 
power transmission fac ilities, although creating no hazard to the use 
of the highways, and deriving no benefit from relocation, have been 
held entitled to reimbursement or compensation: Panhandle Pipeline 
Company v. State Highway Commission of Kansas (294 U. S. 613 
(1935)). The Federal-Aid Highway Acts have relieved the railroads 
of this burden where relocation is incident to highway construction, 
but provide no such benefit for other utilities. 

Some States draw a distinction between utility rights-of-way which 
are granted by franchise along highways or streets, on the one hand, 
and rights-of-way acquired by the “utility at its own expense. In such 
cases, ‘the Public Roads Administration, by General Memorandum 
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No. 300, leaves to the State the certification as to whether or not the 
local utility is entitled to compensation upon being required to relocate 
its facilities. 

[t is our understanding that railroads normally own their own 
rights-of-way. Utility facilities, however, are more often located on 
public rights of-way by virtue of a grant or franchise from a State 
or municipal government. It is where the facilities are located within 


a public right-of-way that the utilities are forced to assume the burden 
of relocation. 

The method of treating utility relocation costs differs widely 
throughout the States. The State of New York, for example, has 
provided by law that the e xpense of relocation of “water mains, sewer 
pipes, and any other facilities, that are owned by any municipality 


and are maintained for public use” is a “proper a, irge against funds 
available for the construction, reconstruction, or maintenance of State 
highways * *° (1. 1942, ch. 70, effective March > 1942). Other 
States have declared that utility facilities situated in a public right- 
of-way must be relocated at the expense of the atility when necessi- 
tated by highw: ay construction. 

Inasmuch as the Federal-aid road program is administered accord- 


ing to State law, the lack of uniformity in the treatment of costs of 
relocation has caused widespread concern on the part of affected 
utilities. It is respectfully suggested that only through Federal 


legislation will a uniform solution to the problem be achieved. 

Mr. Jones. May I ask a question? 

Mr. McGrecor. Yes, sir, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. What vou are suggesting is that we rewrite the title 
laws of the various States in a highway formula. Is that what you 
are suggesting / 

Mr. Duncan. I am suggesting, sir, that the same costs of con- 
struction which are included in present legislation insofar as railroads 
are concerned—that that same provision—— 

Mr. Jones. Let us get away from railroads now, because in the first 
place I do not adopt your analogy of a railroad compared to a private 
utility in exercising an easement by virtue of a franchise given to it 
for operation on the rights-of-way of a street, or thoroughfare, or 
avenue 

Such a formula would place the Federal Government in the position 
of purel hasing from the utilities property rights that they do not own. 

Is that not the e ffect of writing ederal legislation on the property 
rights of the various States as far as the acquisition of properties is 
concerned ? fac if you do Ber reach that conclusion tell me how 
vou fail to reach it. 

’ Mr. Duncan. I mentioned that the lack of uniformity in the way 
that the States have treated this problem is primarily the concern that 
the munic ipal utilities are faced with today. If it is possible to word 
the legislation in such a way that the analogy to railroads is not—s« 
that the benefit that the railroads have achieved is not apparent, per. 

haps that is the way to do it. 

Mr. Jones. That is all. 

Mr. Duncan. The American Public Power Association is not seek- 
ing a “free ride” at the expense of panes taxpayers for any of its 
members. That a definite and urgent problem exists has been amply 
demonstrated in testimony presented on previous occasions. There is 
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no wish to change existing State laws; we are seeking only recognition 
of the basic fact that construction of Federal highways is for the 
benefit of the Nation as a whole and, accordingly, the taxpayers of 
the United States should pay their fair share of the construction 
costs. 

Some concern has been evidenced that the costs of relocating ut ility 
facilities will be great, and consequently the burden which the Federal 
Government would have to assume could not be justified. The statis 
tics recently made available by the National Association of Railroad 
and Utilities Commissioners show that the costs of relocation, com- 
pared with Federal-aid highway expenditures, are relatively low. 
The survey, covering some 12 States, reveals that the ratio of the costs 
borne by utilities for relocating public and privately owned facilities 
to the total Federal-aid funds appropriated is less than 5 percent. 
The cost to all nonrailroad utilities of relocating facilities to accom- 
modate Federal-aid highway projects was 2.34 percent of the total cost 
of such programs. There is every reason to expect that an extension of 
the study to encompass all 48 States would reveal figures comparable 
to those cited above for 12 States. 

The use of Federal funds to reimburse the nonrailroad utilities for 
their costs of relocating can be justified on the theory that Federal-aid 
highways are construc ted in the interest of national defense and inter- 
state commerce for the benefit of the general public. To provide 
these funds, taxes are levied which are borne by the gener: “ public. 
The munic ipal utility subscriber pays his share of Federal t: a and 
at the same time is subjected to the probability of increased rates 
made necessary by the additional expense incurred by the utility in 
relocating its facilities. This represents a double contribution by the 
rate payer which is discriminatory and certainly unjustified. Tread- 
ing relocation costs as a cost of construction will end this discrimina- 
tion and will place the nonrailroad utilities in a position which the rail- 
roads have occupied for many years. 

The American Public Power Association respectfully urges that 
legislation be enacted which will bring about a fair and equitable 
solution to this very serious problem. 

In conclusion, may we suggest that any amending language be made 
to apply specifically to the Federal-Aid Road Act (39 Stat. 355, ¢. 241 
July 11, 1916), the Federal Highway Act (42 Stat. 212, ¢. 119, 1921), 
the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 842. c. 626, December 
290, 1944), _ the Defense Highway Act of 1941 (55 Stat. 765, ¢. 474, 
November 19, 1941), as amended (see 23 U.S. C. A. sec. 106, note on 
availability of appropriations). 

I wish to thank the committee for the opportunity of appearing be- 
fore you. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Duncan. 

[ have one question. You are probably familiar with the recom- 
mendations set forth in section 10 of the bill directing the Secret: ry 
of Commerce to cooperate with the State highway departments in a 
study of the problems posed by necessary relocation and reconstruc 
tion of public-utilities services. 

As author of the bill, I wish to state much thought was given to 
the utility relocation problem. We contacted numerous States and 
found that we were at sea. They were at a loss to know just what 
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they could do if we put in a mandatory provision effective with the 
enactment of this act. 

Therefore, we thought it would be best to have a survey made. 
Now, would you be in accord with that section of the bill? We put it 
in because of the various State statutes on all of these utilities, in- 
cluding the coaxial cable and all the rest of them which were so 
difficult to unravel that we could not find anyone who had any very 
definite knowledge. That was the reason we made the suggestion that 
before we drafted legislation for something on which we did not 
have full knowledge, that we make a study, have a report furnished 
the President, and he in turn forward it to the Congress prior to April 
1, 1955. I feel that you are entitled to every consideration and am 
willing to spend hours to see that an equitable solution is made. 

Mr. Duncan. I think I said in my statement, Mr. Chairman, we 
do feel the problem is a very urgent one. At the time that Mr. Radin 
wrote to the Subcommittee on Roads prior to the hearings in July, 
we attached as an exhibit to that letter, letters from several large 
cities and some that were fairly large who had come face to face with 
this problem of relocating their municipal utility facilities, and where 
construction was being held up on several projects as a result of the 
problem just not being solved. 

That is the real reason why the construction was being held up. 
The city of Cleveland was one of those cities. Springfield, Ill., was 
another. I believe several cities in lowa were affected, if I recall the 
exhibits correctly. 

We agree it is a ver vy urgent problem. If the survey is to be made 
and the study is to be made by the Commerce Department and it can 
be made fully and with all of the facts gathered that are absolutely 
necessary, we would certainly agree that a survey should be made; 
but the statistics I referred to which were compiled and collected, 
I believe, by the National Association of Railroad and Utility Com- 
missioners, seemed to indicate that the costs of construction and costs 
of relocation were far lower than anyone had expected according to 
the testimony that I am aware of previously. 

So I feel if it is possible to speed up this study and have it com- 
pleted as quickly as possible so that some solution can be arrived at, 
that is by far the better means of doing it. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is the reason why we established a date of not 
later than April 1, 1955. That means one year from now. 

Recognizing that you did have some problems in Cleveland and 
Towa, which the Chair is familiar with, we thought that was just a 
drop in the bucket to the problems we would have if we attempted 
to pass Federal legislation before we knew exactly where we were 
roing. 

I do not think the dollars and cents cost is involved too much in 
this because I think all of us recognize if we are going to give it to 
municipal utilities then you should give the same consideration to 
private utilities. So with that thought in mind we were of the opinion 
we should enter into it to see how it affected our various State statutes. 
Rather than get into a scrap with our various State legislature we 
put in the paragraph relative to a study. 

Are there any other questions? 

Mr. JONES. Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Jones. 
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Mr. Jones. Mr. Duncan, would you have any objection to writing 
in this present bill a prohibition against the use of any Federal funds 
for the construction of a highway that would keep any utility from 
making installations on any easements or rights of way on that high 
Way, Ol road, or street, so that we will not have this problem re 
curring ¢ 


Mr. Duncan. I think that is a pretty hard question to answer, sIr. 


I think L would object to it. Yes, sir. I would have not to be in 
favor of it. I think it is going to be a recurring thing. 


Mr. Jones. In the administration of the Federal road program if 
construct a thoroughfare and a utility comes along and puts a 
vater main down and a gasline goes down and then the utility goes 
across it. and then because of some necessity that road has to be 
made wider. then you propose that the Federal Government repay 
all of the utilities having easement rights. Then do you not think 
we had better call a halt to it, because it is not a Federal responsi 
bility to prov ide roads for States and local politi al subdivisions unde1 
uch arrangements 

Mr. Duncan. I cannot agree with you. Iam sorry. But I think 
the problem will reoccur and the best solution to it is to write in a uni- 
form applicability. 

Mir. Jones. Now, these utilities have been in Operation since the turn 
of the century and we have been building roads since 1916 under a 
Federal formula. As far as I know there has never been a contention 
that the Federal Government owed a responsibility in writing road 
legislation so as to have thrust upon it the attempt to resolve all of the 
State laws which vou allege are in conflict. 

lf vou wrote that provision in this bill it would mean my State, 
which does not recognize its being a property right that they would 
have to be reimbursed for removing their property—it would mean 
that you would say to my State you must pay them in the future if they 
use easement rights and are called upon for relocation. 

Do you not think that is going a little far in road legislation 4 

Mr. Duncan. No, I do not. I think it is properly a construction 
cost. 

Mr. Jones. How did these utilties vet on the thoroughfare ? 

Mr. Duncan. They are on the thoroughfare by reason of the fact 
that is the best possible way they can service the people in their area. 

Mr. Jones. Do you acquire a property right on that thoroughfare in 
the State of Alabama because the franchise says you may have the 
right to construct those utilities as an easement right? Is it right just 
to write legislation that the Federal Government must come back and 
buy something that vou do not have / 

If the Federal Government has to buy it it is certain you have to 
have some title to it, and you do not have the title. You would expect 
the Federal Government then to buy something you ain’t got.” Isn't 
that it / 

Mr. Duncan. I think the gentlemen who are voing to testify on this 
point, Mr. Jones, probably will be more competent to answer that than 
Twill. They are following me tomorrow. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Dempsey. 

Mr. Demrsry. Do you know any utilities that are on the right-of 
way that are not there by authority ? 

Mr. Duncan. No, sir 
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Mr. Dempsey. They all have authority to put their facilities there; 
do they not ¢ 

Mr. Duncan. That is right. 

Mr. Dempsey. And that is the proper place. You do not want them 
in the basement or the backyard of the residence ; do you ¢ 

Mr. Duncan. No, sir. 

Mr. Demesry. The proper place for the utility is on the highway or 
under the highway. 

Mr. Duncan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsry. Do you know of any way to get water to a city 
without crossing a highw: ay ? 

Mr. Duncan. I think it would be very difficult. 

Mr. Dempsey. It would be very difficult and the time may come in 
this atomic age when they can do it, but that will be a long time from 
now. . 

We do certain things for the railroads. Probably we should do 
something for other utilities which are just as important today. 

The total percentage shown here is between ZV, and 5 percent 5 
is it not @ 

Mr. Duncan. Yes, sil 

Mr. Dempsey. Would you object to that certain percent as a maxi 
mum being put in the bill for this? 

Mr. Duncan. I believe that there could be a maximum percentage 
written into the bill. 

Mr. Dempsey. There would have to be, I think, because when a 
contractor is contracting to build a road or to arrange for the removal 
of a utility facility he would have to know whether he is going to be 
paid to do the job. For example, on the railroads it is 10 percent. So 
there would have to be some item there. 

I do not agree with my friend, Mr. Jones, on this situation at 
all. 

Although I am not from hillbilly country, I like the hillbillies 
very much and I like their bands, but I know in a municipality in 
his area there is very little public power, if any. So you cannot 
concern yourself with public power there because the Federal Gov- 
ernment takes care of the whole thing. It is Federal and they do not 
have to worry about it. They do whatever they want to and let the 
Federal Government pay for it. But with private power, which is 
what you are testifying for, then the same thing does not apply. 

I do not think that is quite equitable. 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. You are testifying for all of the utilities and not just 
the public power utilities, are you not? 

Mr. Duncan. I am testifying for the American Public Power 
Associ: -weste which is only public power. 

Mr. Jones. That is right. But you are not saying that the private 
utilities would be excluded from the same consideration that is given 
public hodies ? 

Mr. Duncan. No, sir. 

Mr. JoNEs. So you are testifying for every utility. 

Mr. Demrsry. You believe they should all have equal rights ! 

Mr. Duncan. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. That is right. That is what you are saying. 


meer oe 
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Mr. Dempsey. They should have. I do not think in this bill, if 
we do anything, that we are going to give one type of utility money 
for the removal of their installations and not another type. I think 
it should apply to all alike. I think down in your areas anything you 
do the Government pays for. 

Mr. McGrecor. Have you finished, Governor Dempsey? Con 
gressman Smith. 

Mr. Surriu. No questions. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Watts. 

Mr. Warrs. No questions. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Fallon. 

Mr. Fatton. No questions. 

Chairman Donprro. I have one question. 

Mr. McGreeor. I am sorry. Chairman Dondero. 

Chairman Donpero. Have you folks kept track of what portion 
of the cost of a project the removal of the facilities which you had 
to bear amounted tof That is, what part of the whole project does 
that cost amount to—) percent, or 10 percent ! 

Mr. Duncan. The statistics 1 quoted are based on a survey made 
in 12 States and that came out to less than 5 percent for relocating 
costs of the total Federal funds. The total costs of relocation were 
less than 5 percent of the funds appropriated for the project. 

Chairman Donpero. Which is all Federal money. 

Mr. Duncan. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Donprro. In other words, less than 5 percent of one-half 
of the money expend don the project ¢ 

Mr. Duncan. And for the total cost of the project it averaged out 
to about 2.34 percent. 

Mr. Oaxman,. I would like to ask the witness a question. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Oakman. 

Mr. OakMAN. Do the members of your association pay taxes to the 
State and the local subdivisions thereof ? 

Mr. Duncan. Yes, they do. 

Mr. Oaxman. Do they pay full taxes the same as a private utility 
or a private owner ¢ 

Mr. Duncan. I believe that depends on the area in which they are 
located. Iam not familiar with the total tax schedule. : 

Mr. Oaxman. I know at home—and by that I mean Detroit—we 
have a public lighting commission which pays no taxes; we have a 
public transportation system which pays no taxes; we have a water 
department which pays no taxes; we have a gas company that pays 
full taxes; we have an electric company, the Detroit Edison, that 
pays full taxes. 

I just wondered why your people pay taxes and our public utilities 
at home do not. 

Mr. Duncan. I am not competent to answer that question; I am 
SOITy. 

Mr. OakMan. But you say all of your people pay full taxes? 

Mr. Duncan. No. If I said that, I am sorry. I did not mean that. 
I do not have the tax figures so I cannot tell you. 

Mr. Oakman. Do you think some do and some do not, depending 
on the State or the laws of the State ? 

Mr. Duncan. That would be my own surmise. 

Mr. Oakman. Thank you. 
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Mr. McGrecor. Do you have any other questions ¢ 

Mr. OakMaAn. No, sir. 

Mr. McGreeor. Are there any other questions ¢ 

(No response.) 

Mr. Mcuirecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Duncan. 

Ir. Duncan. Thank you. 

Mr. MeGrecor. The Chair would like to make an inquiry. Are 
inv of the following men in the room who might be willing to testify 
today + We ive a little time left and have 10 witnesses listed for 
tome R 

Is Mr. Hegenstein of the Industrial Forestry Association here? 

(No resp P, 

Mr. McGreeor. What about Mr. Tipton of the \ir Transport As ‘ 


(No response. ) 
Mr. McGreoor. I wuess that that. We will try to start at 1:30 


tomorow afternoon Phank you very much. . 

[ \ ld like to ask unanimous consent of the committee to insert 

oy e stat ‘ ; rn f record. \ "ithout object on, 1t 18 so ordered. 

I { ‘ { IERCE 

/ ( Vel Fel ry 11, 19 / 
Hon H McG 
f \ } nm Public Works 
Hy if Rej Vas] dD. ¢ 

1) s Mot \ | ol itte on called to the fact 
i : f f c Ne ka for the Federal 
aid primar Vs id ft) ede d urban system are insufficient to meet 
the : té tN é ‘ ame time, there is an excess 
o ( he Feder: | l en We also understand that this 

irying degrees it inv other States of the Union. 

\ Tes law ) fer funds available for each of these three 
vst { me ti he ther the Congress of the United States could 
I assage <« in amendment » the Federal Highway Act, provide for such 

I ff ds between the Federal-aid systems 

We are also apprised that the American Association of State Highway Of- 

ficials, in convention in Pittsburgh, Pa., in November 1953, recommended that 


Or 


x it possible “that not more than 25 percent 
of the amount of Federal-aid funds for highways, apportioned to each State 
for the primary, secondary, and urban systems may be switched from one sys- 


a law be passed by Congress makil 


tem to the othe provided the State highway department makes such request 
and it is approved by the commissioner of public roads as being in the public 
interest.” 

I) ew of the practical difficulty of devising a formula that would satisfac- ° 
tor mee he aryvying nee of 48 different States, we urge that the recom- 
mendat is quoted above | ncorporated as an amendment to the Federal 
Highway Act, when this { considered by the Congress of the United States 
in 1954 

$ * 


This letter is based on a carefully founded recommendation from our streets 
and highways committee, in which our board of directors concurred. 
Very truly yours, 
JOHN E. Curtiss, President. 


STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS, 
t. Paul, Minn... April 15 19538 


House Office Building, Washinaton. D. C 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I sincerely appreciate your solic 
of the Minnesota H 


iting my views and those 


ghway Department .concerning the comprehensive agenda 
wl ( ressmian J. Harry MeGregor has submitted to be considered by the 
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Subcommittee on Roads. I should have liked to have my reply in your hands 
at an earlier date but your letter of March 31 did not reach my office until April 
6 and, due to the importance and the many possible ramifications involved in a 
number of the proposals listed, I felt that I wanted to study them carefully and 
from every angle before attempting to express the position of the department. 
This has been somewhat difficult to accomplish, as I know you will understand, 
with our State legislature nearing the closing days of the session and many road 
matters occupying a prominent place in its deliberations. 

Your gracious invitation to arrange for the Minnesota Department of High- 
ways to be personally represented at the hearings is also deeply appreciated. 
However, it would be virtually impossible for me to be away from the job here 
until sometime after the legislature’s adjournment, tentatively scheduled for 
April 21. Moreover, I feel confident that our views can, as you further suggest, 
be effectively stated in memorandum form, and I have every confidence that you 
ean and will ably present Minnesota’s interests regarding the various proposals 
submitted to members of the Public Works Committee. 

You have my assurance that I will be glad to consult with you at any time 
on any of these pending issues, by whatever means of communication you deem 
best, and of course if subsequent developments should indicate that I could 
materially serve Minnesota’s hest interests by appearing before the committee I 
will do my best to fulfill that responsibility. I holeheartedly agree with you and 
Congressman MeGregor that the highway transportation problems, confronting 
not only Minnesota but virtually every State in the Union, constitute a highly 
critical situation with regard to our entire national economy, and a thorough 
overall review of these problems is certainly of great importance at this time. 

Taking up, in the order in which they have been presented, the 14 specifie 
proposals submitted by the chairman of your subcommittee, I would offer the 
following observations : 

Topic 1. The proposal of the governors’ conference that the Federal Govern- 
ment relinquish the tax on motor fuel in favor of the States apparently is 
receiving substantial support from many sections of the country. It doubtless 
gains much of its popular support from the fact that the Federal tax on gasoline 
Was originally enacted as a temporary emergency Measure, and each succeeding 
increase in the rate of this tax has likewise been effected on the theory that it is 
both temporary and of emergency nature. However, defense and other financial 
requirements being what they are, it must be recognized that if the Federal 
gas tax is relinquished to the States, then the Federal Government doubtless 
would have no alternative but to find some other source of taxation to replace 
the lost revenne. This in turn raises the question as to what, if any, source 
of taxation the States might be expected to relinquish in favor of the Federal 
Government. Or, if the States were to relinquish none of their sources of tax 
revenues, then it can only be presumed that the Federal Government would have 
to levy some form of additional taxation, unless, of course, international devel 
opments should permit a substantial reduction in the overall Federal budget. 

Actually all gasoline taxes, including the Federal gas tax, derive most of their 
revenue from and bear most heavily upon the motorists of the Nation as a 
class. It is entirely possible that replacement taxes of a more general nature 
might bear more equitably upon the public as a whole than does the present 
Federal gas tax. On the other hand, if the Federal gas tax were repealed it 
is understandable that this might result in a very drastic reduction in Federa!- 
aid highway funds to the States. Unless the 48 States were to promptly close 
the gap by increasing their own highway revenues proportionately, there would 
for an intervening period be a tremendous decline in the overall amount of funds 
available to meet the increasingly critical problem of supplying the States and 
the Nation with adequate highways. 

It is not a simple matter to close this gap in all of the 48 States. Various 
States are far from uniform, not only in their individual means of raising high- 
way funds but in their respective applications of State-collected revenues among 
the various categories of roads. Abandonment of Federal aid almost unques- 
tionably would throw out of balance some improvement programs for various 
classes of highways, programs which have been in process of development for 
many years under the established Federal-aid policy. 

Some disturbance of stable and accepted procedures would seemingly be almost 
unavoidable. I am apprehensive that a chaotic condition would be created in 
many of the States and the least that could be expected would be an adverse 
effect on the overall national system of highway transportation facilities. This 
in turn might be seized upon by those groups and interests which for years have 
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supported the theory of a national system of highways, financed and developed 
entirely by the National Government. i 

As to how the Federal relinquishment of gas-tax levies would affect Minne- 
sota—and I know this is a phase of the problem with which you are doubtless 
most concerned—1 cent of State gasoline tax now nets the State approximately 
$7,800,000 ; 2 cents, $15,600,000. That is, after refunds. The same 2-cent gas 
tax yields the Federal Government approximately $19 million, simply due to 
the fact that it applies to all gasoline consumed and is not subject to the State’s 
refunds, some for industrial but principally for agricultural purposes. 

Minnesota is an average State and now receives, under the present Federal 
allotment formula, approximately $13,800,000 a year in regular Federal aid. I 
would estimate that if all Federal gas taxes collected were specifically earmarked 
by congressional action for apportionment among the States for road and street 
purposes, as Minnesota's motor vehicle and gas taxes are dedicated, then the 
Minnesota share of regular Federal aid would approximate $21 million. By 
comparison, if the Federal Government were to relinquish the 2-cent gas-tax 
levy to the States, and Minnesota were to immediately take advantage of this 
opportunity to raise the State tax 2 cents (without increasing the total tax 
burden on motorists). the 2-cent State tax, as heretofore stated, should yield 
approximately $15,600,000 as compared with the $13,800,000 now received annu- 
ally in Federal-aid allotments. 

Thus it becomes obvious that if all federally collected gasoline taxes were 
earmarked for and realloted to the States under the present Federal-aid formula, 
Minnesota would get back for use on State and county roads a considerably 
larger sum of money than would be the case if the Federal Government were to 
relinquish gasoline taxes entirely and this State were to increase its gas-tax rate 
from 5 cents to 7 cents a gallon 

Topic 2. I am, frankly, very apprehensive concerning any movement which 
would drastically curtail the activities of the Bureau of Public Roads. I pre- 
sume that the Governors’ Conference gave thorough study to this matter and 
I am therefore extremely reluctant to assume a divergent position. However, 
having been engaged in the highway field throughout the entire life of the 
Bureau of Public Roads, and having observed the Bureau’s accomplishments 
not only as commissioner of highways but as a member of the executive com- 
mittee and as president of the American Association of State Highway Officials, 
I feel that the Bureau of Public Roads has provided the most effective single 
factor in the correlation and integration of our State and National highway 
systems. Moreover, without trespassing so far as I have observed upon the 
rights and powers of the several States, the Bureau over the years has con- 
tributed outstanding service in bringing about the adoption of durable and lasting 
standards for road construction, and the establishment of a high degree of 
integrity in highway administrative and financial practices within the several 
States 

Movements to curtail the activities of the Bureau of Public Roads, and in facet 
to abolish the entire principle of Federal aid to the States, are not new Some of 
the highly industrialized and heavily populated States have in past years favored 
abandonment of the entire Federal-aid program. Their reasons are quite obvious, 
inasmuch as they contribute, in Federal taxes levied upon their road users, a 
far greater amount of money than they get back in Federal-aid allotments. On 
the other hand, a large number of the less industrialized, younger and more 
sparsely populated States, without Federal aid, would have been virtually help- 
less in trying to build to adequate standards even their main highways—highways 
that in many instances are vital to our national economy and national defense. 

As I previously stated, Minnesota is just about an average State. It is true 
that today the people of Minnesota are paying to the Federal Government in 
gasoline taxes considerably more than they are getting back in Federal-aid funds. 
But it is significant that as late as 1949 Minnesota was paying just a little less 
than $10 million in Federal gasoline taxes and receiving $11 million in Federal-aid 
allotments. 

Moreover, both the monetary benefits of Federal aid and the sound influence 
of the Bureau of Public Roads toward more adequate construction standards have 
been extended in recent years to the individual counties. For example, Minne- 
sota’s counties for several years have heen receiving virtually 91’ Yederal-aid 
secondary funds allotted to Minnesota and, matched with local funds, they are 
building roads to higher standards than ever before, and in accordance with an 
established long-range plan. As a matter of fact, under this county-FAS program, 
Minnesota counties have constructed 38,288 miles of high-type county roads and 
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49 county bridges since the inception of the program in 1946. The importance 
of these accomplishments in developing an intercounty network of secondary 
highways is shown in the map printed this year in our biennial report, a copy 
of which map I am attaching herewith. 

Considering the above factors I feel that it would be regrettable, and distinctly 
disadvantageous to a majority of the States, if the activities of the Bureau of 
Public Roads were materially curtailed. I certainly would regret seeing such 
action taken without Congress first having made an exhaustive study into the 
public benefits which have accrued as a result of the United States Bureau’s 
activities in the past and the potential benefits which may be realized in the 
future. 

Topic 8. I presume that the proposal that Federal motor fuel taxes be de- 
posited in a trust fund for highway purposes is basically a move to accomplish 
just what I have touched upon hereinbefore, namely, assurance that Federal 
motor fuel taxes, principally paid by the road users of the Nation, will be dedi 
cated to meeting the increasingly critical problem of highway inadequacy. In 
justice to the motorists as a class from whom the tax is principally collected, 
and in view of the universally serious problem of financing the urgent improve 
ment needs on interstate, State, principal county highways, and also routes in 
urban areas, I believe this proposal would receive widespread approval. I am 
confident such support would come not only from the responsible highway au- 
thorities at all levels of government but from the highway transportation in- 
dustries and the motorists in general. 

As a matter of fact this topic really involves the question of whether the Fed 
eral Government should not itself adhere to the principle which it imposes upon 
the various States to encourage maximum use of road user tax revenues ex 
clusively for highway purposes. 

Topic 4. Minnesota individually is not in my opinion acutely interested in the 
proposed turnpike and toll road extension proposal. Such limited considera- 
tions as has been given to date do not indicate that any toll road would be feasible 
within our State. To be a financial success a toll facility must have an op 
portunity to offer special highway service at a cost that the public is willing to pay 
as an alternate choice against using available free facilities. Overcoming prob 
lems such as extreme traffic congestion and natural barriers such as mountains, 
lakes, rivers, etc., largely determine whether a toll facility is economically justi 
fied. In other words, a toll road may be an answer to a specific problem but toll 
roads in themselves do not offer a solution to the overall highway problem. 

Topic 5. There can be no question but what the Nation as a whole would be 
benetited and its national defense strengthened by more adequate transcontinen- 
tal highways. The American Association of State Highway Officials has re- 
peatedly urged that more funds be provided specifically for development of the 
interstate system of highways, which for your information, includes 856 miles 
of Minnesota routes for which there is allocated under the 1952 act approxi- 
mately $657,000 out of a total allotment of $25 million. It is our feeling here 
that if additional federally collected gas taxes were dedicated to highway use 
(as suggested in topic 3) some part of the increased funds should justifiably 
be used to increase the amount available specifically for the interstate system. 

The American Association of State Highway Officials has also taken the posi- 
tion, and I consider it a sound one, that interstate system funds should be made 
available to the States on a more liberal or flexible matching basis. You doubt 
less will recall that this suggestion has been made heretofore to congressional 
committees in connection with hearings on previous Federal aid highway bills and 
it is our feeling that it would encourage the earlier completion of this important 
network of roads. 

Topie 6. The question of Federal fund participation in the cost of maintenance 
and repairs on State and county roads has been a debatable one, discussed at 
several national road gathering in recent years. My personal feeling is that from 
Minnesota’s standpoint, no material gain would result from such participation. 
Whatever Federal funds were made available for maintenance operations would 
in effect reduce the Federal funds which otherwise would be available for con 
struction. Consequently I cannot perceive how any net financial benefit would 
aecrue to our State, particularly when our construction needs are so stupen- 
dous. 

Topic 7. The comparison of administrative and engineering expenditures for 
highway purposes in the various States is obviously a factfinding undertaking 
proposed for the committee. Such a project should be productive of useful and 
valuable information. Your committee doubtless will be able to obtain much 
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of the information desired from such sources as the Highway Research Board, 
the Bureau of Public Roads and the Washington office of the American Associa 
tion of State Highway Officials. 

Topic 8. There is no patent answer to this question. Where main routes 
carrying heavy traffic exist in urban areas, it has been Minnesota’s experience 
that the establishment of through highways in less congested and outlying 
areas is definitely advantageous. The results generally have been beneticial 
not only to the uninterrupted movement of traffic but to the municipalities 
themselves, mainly because of the relief afforded from the ever-increasing prob 
lem of traffic congestion Nevertheless the necessity for adequate improved 
routes of access into and through congested urban areas will continue to prevail 

Bypass routes have been developed here in connection with trunk highways re 
construction and relocation projects adjacent to a number of our medium-sized 
and even smaller municipalities The initial proposal generally has met with 
militant opposition by some groups of townspeople and merchants But in most 
instances, after mproved alternate through-citvy or through-business-district 
routes had been developed in connection with the construction of the bypass 
route, a majority of the townspeople have eventually agreed that their community 
wus benefited 

With reference to topics 9, 10, and 11, I do not believe any comments I might 
offer would be of assis s vou will doubtle “ave nl l or seek out the 


suggestions and advice of those authorities concel ith the issues 
involved 

Topie 12. There ea be no question but what the effect of heavy vehicle 
traflic on highways in general has necessitated higher standards of construction 


and consequently increased construction costs This effect doubtless will be 


accentuated as our national economy continues to increase the trend of its 
dependency upon commercial highway transportation. I believe, however, that 
the most comprehensive and authoritative information bearing upon this subject 
can be obtained from the Bureau of Public Roads and the Highway Research 
Board. In fact, the Bureau has a splendid film based on the so-called Maryland 
road tests vividly illustrating this subject and without question your entire 
committee would find it both interesting and informative 

Topics 13 and 14. These topics also are of such a nature that they doubtless 
will be better dealt with by the committee itself. The National Safety Council, 
the Automotive Safety Foundation, and the Institute of Traffic Engineering at 
Yale University would appear to be authoritative sources for suggestions as to 
how to improve the effectiveness of traffic safety programs 

Likewise, summaries of miscellaneous legislative proposals to improve the Fed- 
eral-aid highway program doubtless have been supplied to you, or will be made 
available to you upon request, by such agencies as the National Highway Users 
Conference and the State and Local Officials’ National Highway Safety Committee 
(with headquarters at 1604 K Street NW.) 

Hal Hale, secretary of the AASHO, has asked for comments on this same list 
of agenda, so I am taking the liberty of forwarding him a copy of this letter 
I sincerely hope that the suggestions I am submitting will be useful to you in 
the current deliberations of the Subcommittee on Roads, but I want you to feel 
free to call on me for any further information that might be helpful or any data 
we might have available here which would be pertinent to any questions which 
may arise 

If it is practicable to do so, I wonder if you could arrange to have copies of 
the recorded testimony at the present series of hearings forwarded to me from 
time to time as soon as they become available. I would sincerely appreciate the 
opportunity this would afford me to follow the course of developments as the 
hearings proceed. Thanking you for your consideration, I am 

Very truly yours, 
M. J. HorrMan, 
Commissioner of Highways. 


How To PLAN AND PAY FOR THE SAFE AND ADEQUATE HiGHWAyYs WE NEED 


A. Jyring, Hibbing, Minn., winner of $500 General Motors highway 
essay contest) 


The smallest residence that is constructed today in America has the benefit 
of research and planning by imaginative and trained people either directly or 
through the medium of some syndicated system. Circulation is one of the major 
considerations in planning a house. Each component part is generally used for 





F.A.$. PROGRAM 
BENEFITS Ze COUNTIES 


i FEDERAL AID SECONDARY 
| ~ IMPROVEMENTS ON COUNTY ROADS 
~ 1946-1952 


LEGEND 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTED OR 
BEING CONSTRUCTED 

PROJECT PROGRAMMED 

BRIDGE CONSTRUCTED OR 
BEING CONSTRUCTED 

BRIDGE PROSRAMMED 


Nall a { 
€ SUEUR, FR 
ied x CS 
Foal ES l¢. I 
srebie 


jw eca 


Peer 
Te anct 1 ep ebe 





FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 162 


some specific function so that this planned circulation can be efficient and well 
organized between the separate parts and inside the various elements. With all 
this appreciation for planning the smallest unit of our environment, we still 
have no overall planning for the most important part of our country that is the 
country itself. This lack of planning is now manifest in the serious traffic 
problem that faces our country. 

Lack of planning and vision has brought our Nation to the present difficulties 
with unsafe and crowded highways, slum-ridden cities, and all the other fruits 
of letting our country grow without due consideration for planning. In the 
earlier days when great areas of land were available, overall planning would 
have given us a much more convenient and a more pleasant environment but it 
was not of such importance then as there was plenty of room to grow. Now 
that the population is increasing by greater numbers than ever and mass pro- 
duction is producing vehicles of travel at a rate unknown before, it is absolutely 
necessary to take an overall look at our Nation and provide fundamentally 
sound planning to relieve this terrific congestion. This planning must be more 
imaginative and visionary than any we have had heretofore. The congestion 
caused by thoughtless planning is still being perpetuated by continuing in the 
present manner. 

The highway departments of each political subdivision and the Federal Bureau 
of Public Roads have the best highway engineers and technicians who can and 
have planned safe, efficient, and good roads. Our highway departments can do 
location work, take elevations of the ground, plot the profiles and cross-sections, 
design roads with easy grades and curves and do all the other things necessary 
for good highway design including the roadbed itself which includes proper sub- 
grade corrections, use of most economical and durable surfacing materials and 
all the other methods and materials required to build good roads. State high 
way departments and universities are doing research work on traffic and safety 
in a most commendable manner, but the very nature of their affiliation restricts 
their field of endeavor. The overall planning must be national in scope and 
include all elements of our existence which is beyond the limits of the highway 
planners. This planning must be done by men of great vision and creative ability 
and this planning cannot treat the problems of circulation alone but must include 
the design of the functions that this circulation serves and interconnects. If the 
pattern of the country is such that concentration and more concentration of 
people demands bigger and bigger highways which in turn breeds more concen- 
tration, therefore, we get no relief for traffic, we only get obstruction of the 
highway bowel. The techniques of designing highways does not solve the prob- 
lem any more than the technique of producing drugs can cure illness unless it is 
preceded by research to determine the basic beneficial uses of the drug. 

Imaginative and creative planning is not the creation of “futuramic”’ highways 
or whatever these roads are called that we see pictured in the Sunday supplements 
of the newspapers. These are static expensive structures that would be obsolete 
in a short time and would not be flexible enough for any future changes. It is not 
the actual construction of the highways that is so important at the first stage, 
the important thing is to visualize the basic needs and the logical distribution of 
traffic and then plan to keep this pattern healthy. 

The only planning that is valid to relieve the traffic situation is the planning 
of all the parts of our country and this must include the organization of all ele 
ments which determine where the highways are to go and how they are to serve 
these elements. This planning must be done by men of imagination and vision. 
They must foresee what the pattern might be in the future and it must be funda- 
mentally sound and based on facts and research. This planning must be flexible 
and fluid enough so that it can adapt itself to changing conditions in years to 
come. The conception of this planning must be evolutionary in nature as the 
change from present systems must be worked out in stages without disrupting 
existing patterns too drastically. This type of planning will be superior to the 
old conception of rebuilding existing roads and disrupting traffic and creating 
more confusion. This fundamental planning must be visionary and must delve in 
a realm entirely divorced from methods of construction in a similar manner that 
Hinstein’s thinking delved into fundamentals of atomic energy when he developed 
his famous theory. This theory was the basic truth that gave other scientists the 
foundation to work on theories that in turn helped evolve the more practical 
aspects of liberating atomic energy. Only when the actual work of erecting fa- 
cilities for the manufacture of fissionable matter was begun, that the simpler 
engineering principles concerning tensile strength, heat resistance, and other 
properties of materials and so forth were utilized. And finally near the end of 





164 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


this process the very practical knowledge of actual erection and construction was 
required in the building of the physical plant. In our past attempts at correcting 
the traffic problem, we have really proceeded in reverse order. In correcting this 
problem the original and the beginning thinking of the solution, which, of course, 
involves the planning of all our facilities, must be done by men of genius having 
great imagination and vision. We have any number of such men who could help 
us in our difficulties of science and invention having also ability to visualize the 
future needs must step down the original conceptions to the practical aspects of 
the actual application of these ideas into patterns that will serve the country 
best and work into a smooth-working organism. 

Because all science is the gathering of facts and then formulating basic precepts 
from these facts, therefore, in this fundamental planning research must be car- 
ried on right from the dream and vision stage down to the laying of the synthetic 
wearing surface or whatever the final practical aspect of the highway or street 
construction would be at each particular period in the growth of this new develop- 
ment. This further illustrates how flexible the original planning must be in re- 
lation to the future development so that it can adapt itself to the fruits of re 
search. In return, of course, the practical development must be adaptable to the 
original concept so that it will be a “give and take” as we grow and progress 
within this original pattern 

This original concept will not be as clear cut as Einstein’s theory nor will it be 
the result of a single person’s thinking, but it will incorporate all that is best 
which will be provided by the great minds assigned to or willing to contribute to 
the solution of the problem. The original ideas or theories of this planning 
would not be used in the development of the entire country as congestion is not 
as intense in Iowa as it is in New Jersey. Therefore, in the future the basic 
ideas would be modified in the light of new knowledge and the result of newer 
and better solutions because of still greater imagination, more enlightened vision 
and continued research. Also, the original plan must be flexible enough so that 
it can be modified as new knowledge becomes available 

The original work with the planning of this idea would not only relate to physi- 
eal planning but must include plans for necessary legislation, methods of finance 
ing, informing and educating the public to understand the benefits of the plan 
and this work must include all the other auxiliary requirements of our complex 
system that would be required to get into motion this actually simple basie and 
not necessarily revolutionary idea 

This treatise does not pretend to provide any answers to planning or develop- 
ing a plan as comprehensive as outlined here, but it aims only to plant a seed to 
start the thinking and working for an organic approach to our problem of con- 
gested cities and snarled traffic; nor does it try to point out how the practical 
application would work out in the actual correction of faults and laying out the 
new pattern but a few possible methods and results could be explored which are 
rather evident and which could be employed in the solution of this manifold 
problem 

Many possible methods of making a plan of this kind function present them 
selves but the most obvious for financing is brought out by the very nature of 
the better highways awards contest which is sponsored by General Motors for 
which this essay is being written as a possible solution to the traffic problem. In 
this contest, a huge and forward-looking automotive manufacturing concern is 
spending $194,000 to get ideas to help solve the traffic problem. To help finance 
a plan such as is presented here, the manufacturers of highway vehicles would, 
without a doubt, be willing to contribute a small amount per each manufactured 
unit to the central agency conducting this planning and administering its work 
ings into realities. This plan encompasses many other phases of our economy 
which would be benefited by its application, which in turn should contribute to 
its creation and administration 

To carry out the solution to this lack of planning of our country would require 
the creation of a nationwide planning organization, the administration of which 
should be a department of the Federal Government. Immediately the thought 
occurs that a central authority would be dictating to the country where and 
what to do with its traffic arteries and the other parts of its physical makeup. 
But still the facts are that at the present time, and it must be so in a society such 
as ours, that many functions of our national organization must be nationwide in 
scope and are now accepted not as intrusions of individual rights but as a service 
to all. Also, the organization of this scheme is such that the overall and master 
thinking would be so flexible that the lower echelons of execution would be at 
the State level or at such a level where the plan would work most efficiently and 
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with the greatest of speed. Actually speed of placing a plan of this type into 
action is an important consideration because we have been so lax in our appreci 
ation of an efficient pattern for our country. 

One of the other practical aspects that could be explored here and which 
should be studied when overall planning is begun is the decentralization of the 
extremely crowded population centers which, of course, would loosen up the 
other facilities including traffic With our better transportation today, decentra 
lization should be a natural trend but actually it has increased congestion which 
has brought many deplorable conditions including the inhuman practice of com 
Inuting into our way of life. There are movements afoot for decentralization 
because of various reasons, but actually no organized pattern is being set up 
and crowding is the order of the day. When the traffic pressure increases in a 
particular area, the capacity of the highway is increased and land values in 
the vicinity of the highway increase. This brings On more traffic and the 

ghway has to be widened, but because of earlier increases in land values 
right-of-way acquisition becomes more costly and the highway in turn Costs 
nore and this vicious cycle is repeated until traffic congestion, increased taxes 
and other contributory factors make the area less desirable and an unbealthy con 


dition is © 






“d. If decentralization was carried on in an intelligent manner 
anized fashion, present highways could remain as they are without 
costly remodeling every few vears and land values would remain stable New 
highways would then be built on reasonably priced right-of-way land and as the 


and in an org 


population increased in these areas, land values would increase and more tax 
money would be available for highway construction. This may seem contra 
dictory to the earlier statement, but surely a better distribution of true land 
values would make a more healthier land pattern from the point of view of stable 

ilues and a bet 





* tax picture t seems clear to the upkeep of highways than a 
hodgepodge of congestion and unplanned areas 

Another benefit of planned decentralization would be that traffie could be 
routed in an orderly manner to serve the parts of the whole which each particular 
transportation system was intended to serve. This would be an organie pattern 
similar to th irculatory system of the human body In this well-planned cir 


example of unplanned circulation is on Manhattan Island where ships unload 
their cargo on docks directly into the traffic stream of Manhattan. With even a 
minimum of planning, these docks could have been so located that freight con 
signed to the interior could leave the unloading areca without mixing with New 
York's traffic and then leave for its destination by way of normal traffic lanes 

Overall planning of our country and its highways would take into consideration 
the soul of man in that with the elimination of mass congestion peopie could eon 
ceivably also have some contact with nature in that green belts could be incor 
porated in the overall pattern. Highways could be so routed that they would 
not mar the beauties of nature and so designed that these esthetic features could 
be enjoyed in correct relationship with man-made facilities. The ugliness of 
noise and other things obnoxious to our senses could be better controlled 

Another phase in the planning picture might be mentioned which would bring 
economics to the building of cities and towns would be to locate their centers of 
population on land that is easy to build on, thereby reducing construction costs 
and the savings could be used to build better transportation systems. + An illus 
tration of this tvpe of planning or lack of planning is a midwestern city which 
for some speculative or other reason is built on a steep solid rock hillside 
although ample flat normal land is available nearby. Many of the streets and 
sewers have to be blasted out of solid rock bringing these costs so high that 
although taxes are higher than in other cities of the same size, all normal facil 
ities of the city are most inadequate. Such expensive sites could be avoided and 
hetter cities and towns would be the result. 

Unlimited examples can be shown of conditions which contribute toward mak- 
ing our highways congested and unsafe due to lack of foresight and lack of 
imaginative planning and in many cases the damage is such that decay has 
already reached the point that corrective planning is necessary which builds a 
better case for overall planning. Planning must he basic and comprehensive, 
must begin at the root of the evil, and must have a fresh approach by men of 
genius in-the light of current knowledge so that we can plan and pay for the 
safe and adequate highways we need. 


culation, onl blood that is required by each organ reaches that organ An 
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DIGEST OF A REPORT ON THE HIGHWAY PROBLEM GIVEN AT THE 15TH ANNUAL | 
CONVENTION OF THE TRUCK-TRAILER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 
The following is a summary of a report made by Mr. L. C. Allman, past presi 
dent of the association, who served as the leader of a group of our members who 
spent the best part of a morning discussing the highway problem 
The recommendations prepared by the discussion group are as follows: 
We recommend 
1. An improved maintenance program for our present roads and streets; 
“2. The creation of driveout ines on long grades so that commercial 
vehicles can pull over to the right-hand side and let the automobiles go 
“3. The improvement of certain of our more heavily traveled routes to 
effect a widening of the pavement and an elimination of unnecessary 
curves ; 
‘4. The replacement or rehabilitation of those bridges on sections of high . 
way of major importance that are below current design standards; 
‘D. The building of bypasses or alternate roads around the various cities 
ver the country to speed traffic; 
“6. The elimination of city bottlenecks, and especially the opening up of 
cities in the downtown areas instead of tightening up as we have at the . 


present time. 

“We feel that as an organization we ought to endorse the constructive work 
of Gen. Frank Merrill. who is head of the Highway Department of the State 
of New Hampshire. General Merrill has created a committee made up of men 
who represent the different kinds of highway users in New Hampshire, and those 
men are attempting to reconcile their various viewpoints and arrive at a prescrip- 
tion or a bill of particulars as to just what ought to be done in the building and 
maintenance of roads. 

“We also feel that the State highway department in every State should be 
divorced from political pressure, and that the highway engineers should cer- 
tainly be paid more money.” 


RESOLUTION III. FepeRAL HiGHway AID 


Whereas the admitted general benefits of adequate highways to communities, 
the States, and the Nation, including national defense, delivery of the mail, inter- 
state commerce, and other national interests, make it imperative that the Federal 
Government contribute to the costs of highways from general revenues; and 

Whereas the control of Federal highway expenditures and related matters 
should be centered in one competent agency of the Federal Government designated 
by the Congress: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Truck-Trailer Manufacturers Association urges that the 
traditional principles of Federal aid for highways should not be abandoned or 
radically modified; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Truck-Trailer Manufacturers Association urges the Con- 
gress to give every consideration to the possibility of an increased appropria- 
tion for highways because of the present serious highway emergency, such addi- 
tional funds being needed especially for the interstate system of highways where 


the routes serve the needs of greatest concentration of traffic. " 
RESOLUTION IV. ADEQUATE ROADS PROGRAM 
Whereas the PAR adequate roads program sponsored by the National High- 
- 


way Users Conference and groups affiliated therein now has resulted in activity 
in 29 States: and 

Whereas evidence continues to mount for the need for more and more improved 
highways and for the successes attained in every State where PAR activity 
has been guaranteed; and 

Whereas the crusade for adequate roads must continue until highways are of 
sufficient design and capacity to meet present and foreseeable needs: Now, there 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Truck-Trailer Manufacturers Association stronelv supports 
the PAR objective of an adequate road program in every State by 1955. 
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THe Unirep STatres CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, 
Washington, D. C., February 12, 1954. 
Mr. Rosert F. McConnNeLt, 
Chief Clerk and Counsel, House Committee on Public Works, 
Vew House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR Mr. McConNELL: We are replying to your communication of February 
8 with reference to the hearings on Federal-aid highway legislation Since 
representatives of the conference testified in detail at the hearings last year it 
does not seem to be necessary to take up any additional time of the committee 

Further, this organization prepared a very comprehensive, although brief, 
statement for members of the committee In lieu of appearing it is requested 
that this statement, which is attached, be made a part of the record of the 
present hearings 

May I call your attention to a specific recommendation contained in the report 
with regard to the formula for apportionment of the funds recommended for 
the interstate system. On the basis of extensive studies it is clear that use of a 
single population factor would more closely approximate current needed improve- 
ments in the several States. 

I should appreciate hearing from you with regard to the incorporation of 
the attached memorandum in lieu of taking up the time of the committee in 
testimony. 

I am, 

Yours sincerely, 
PauL V. Berrers, E.recutive Director 


ReEPorRT OF THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 


Chis memorandum, drafted by Paul V. Betters. executive director of the 
United States Conference of Mayors, hus been prepared for submission to the 
Subcommittee on Roads of the House Committee on Public Works. The sub 
committee is presently engaged in an overall study of the Federal-aid highway 
program. 

The specitic recommendations contained herein are based on individual reports 
submitted by officials of the larger cities of the country. 

For nearly a quarter of a century, the United States Conference of Mayors 
has given attention to municipal street and highway problems as they have 
related to Federal policies and programs 

Tue UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS. 


1785: George Washinaton 


% 


the credit, the saving, and convenience of this country all require that 
our great roads leading from one public place to another should be straightened 
and established by law. * To me these things seem indispensably neces 
sary. * * * 
1813 Thomas Je ff rson 

I particularly invite again the attention of Congress to the expediency of exer 
cising their existing powers * * * in order to effectuate a comprehensive system 
of roads * * * such as will have the effect of drawing more closely together every 
part of our country 7 oe 8 


1908: Theodore Roosevelt 


We should have a right to ask that this people (of the United States) which 
has tamed a continent, which has built up a country with a continent for its base, 
which boasts itself with truth as the mightiest Republic the world has ever 


seen ‘ we should have a right to demand that such a nation build good roads 


1916: Woodrow Wilson 

I take a great deal of pleasure in signing this bill * particularly because 
it tends to thread the various parts of the country together and assists the 
farmer in his intercourse with others. 
1921: Warren G. Harding 

There is begun a new era in highway construction * * * with the principle 
of Federal participation acceptably established, * * * it is inyportant to exert 


Federal influence in developing comprehensive plans looking to the promotion 
of commerce * * * 
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19 Calvin Coolidge 


Highways * * * should continue to have the interest and support of the Gov 
ernment Everyone is anxious for good highways I have made a liberal pro 
posal in the budget for the continuing payment to the States by the Federal Gov 
ernment of il hare for this necessary public improvement. No expenditure of 
public money contributes so much to the national wealth as for building good 
roads 


1930: Herbert Hoover 


Road construction as a whole must have a mg continued program 
Federal aid in the constructi of highway systems in conjunction with the 
States has proved to be beneficial and stimulating and the Nation must ultimately 
give consideration to an increase of the Federal contribution to these sys 
nes * * * 





t 





194 Franklin D. Roosevelt 





Adequate facilities for highway communicatio1 ll be essential in the future 
. pear an expanding, jn rous econ \ They will be essential 
ona fense, as we s to the safe and efficient transportation 
we i hie belong to Am«e is ¥ of living 
He run 
Che current h eve ‘ ' ’ tivi nakes he lemuands pon the 
N ’ ! sportation svstem oO meet thes letnands, the Federal Govern 
nu rn only perform its regulatory fun s but must provide basic 
fa d servic on an e3 ded scale for highway * transport. Most 
of the ¢ ernment’s activity since the war represents deferred mainte 
is been done sc ir to effect the lon n improvements that are 
ede . 
Na hi " tem nes f nsive improvement and moderniza 


ler the present Federal-aid program will continue 
it a high level throuzh 1950, the fiscal year 1948 is the last for which new con 
} 1 mer ‘ n adequate highway 


195 Du ht D. BRisenhower 
The obsolescence if the Nation's highways presents an appall ne problem of 
waste, death, and danger 
Next to the anufacture of the most modern implen 





nts of War as a guaranty 


of peace th neh strength, a network of modern roads is as necessary to defense 
it is to our national economy and personal safety 
We ive len far behind in this task—until today there is hardly a city of 
Vv size lmost hopeless co stion within its boundaries, and stalled 
traffic bloc] roads leading beyond those boundaries 
, 


solution can and will be found through the joint planning of the Federal. 





State. and cal governments It must provide nh intel ent leadership 
band all units of government in an efficient and honest attempt to build 
America into the great and prosperous Nation it can become. 

New roads to meet the requirements of today and the foreseeable future, in 
stead of the era when automobiles were a luxury and roads were minor shipping 
anes, will be a foundation for the progress ahead. _ 

We have in Washington the Federal Bureau of Roads. By intelligent leader- 

and wise planning, an integrated program can be devised within the ability 
the pe e to pay the cost 





More than at any time in history, modern roads are nece ssary to defense, and 
traffic is an interstate problem of concern to the Federal Government. * * * 


HISTORY OF FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM AND URBAN PROBLEMS 
As is well-known, the first Federal hig ay aid was authorized by the Congress 
n 1916—some 37 years ago. luring the first 18 years of the program, it was not 





possible to ex] 1d S1 of Federal funds on projects within cities due to the follow 
ng pro S 1 n the \ 
| I highway’ includes rights of way, bridges, drainage structures. 
’ ails, and protective structures in connection with highwavs, but 
shall not elude any ghway or street in a municipality having a population 
‘ 5 ! is she by the ist available census, except that portion 


thway or street along which within a distance of 1 mile the 
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In the early days all efforts were devoted, and undoubtedly properly so, toward 
construction and development of the primary system of rural highways and 
local rural roads. The acknowledged priority of these highways and roads 
necessitated principal attention to this task. 

In the late twenties and early thirties a radical change in the overall highway 
pattern and picture was taking place. Despite the still existing magnitude of 
rural requirements, the growth of urban motor vehicle registration and the con 
centration of traffic in cities had shifted the most urgent need for highway 
improvement to the larger cities and metropolitan areas By 1930, city streets 
in many cases represented even higher degrees of inadequacy (and of course 
more costly requirements ) than our rural mileage 

Notwithstanding this growing traffic and the congestion resulting from failure 
to meet the needs which had developed, the Federal program was not able, due 
to the statutory limitation noted above, to adapt itself to the changed conditions 
irst actual recognition of the needs in cities and the essentiality of urban 

ghway development to the national system came in the early thirties under 
the several Federal emergency relief and public works programs—but even 


ere, the reason was not primarily that « irban transportation requirements 








but the fact that unemployment was concentrated in the industrial centers 
f the Nation 

Congress itself took cognizance of the problem whet in 1934, it enacted the 
Hayden-Cartwright Act. Section 15 of the new law removed the old limitation 
nd provided as follows 

The limitations in the Federal Highway <Act upon highway constru 
tion, reconstructio nd bridges within municipalties, and upon payments per 
mile which ma e made with Federal funds, hereafter not apply.” 
It was anticipated that, after the Hayden-t ight bill became law, important 
feps would be taken to meet some of the most pressing and critical urban ne 
cessitie However, the authority to undertake urban projects was only permis 
sive and no specific amounts for urban projects were earmarked in the act or 
ibsequent appropriation measures Further, the expenditure of Federal 

funds was contin and limited to municipal routes which were extensions of 
the established Federal-Aid System Very few of the States initiated plans 
or projects designed to meet the serious and critical condition which existed 
in urban areas As a result, during the period 1934-40, only a small number of 


important projects were authorized and constructed within the municipalities 

This occurred primarily because the 48 State governments at that time were 
giving only minor attention to city problems It is demonstrated by the fact 
that as late as 1940, 28 States distributed no motor vehicle revenues to cities for 
local streets, and the remaining States allocated only $51 million out of $1,124 
million of highway revenues to city governments At the same time, 22 States 
spent no money on State highway extensions through cities, while the States 
which did make such outlays spent only ». million out of a total highway 
disbursement of over $1 billion. This expenditure was in sharp contrast to the 
large sums of State motor vehicle revenues distributed to other local units of 
Government for rural roads. 

In view of the experience gained during the period 1934-48, it was inevitable 
that Congress Would sooner or later take corrective action \ 1945 Senate report 
on the highway program emphasized 

“The city and its environs constitute the most critical areas in highway 
transportation.” 

The report pointed out that the so-called State highway systems were strictly 
speaking, “not complete systems serving the entire State” but that they were 
“primarily rural systems which are constantly interrupted by weak city links.” 
The report went on to say: 

“Highway financial and administrative policy has never reflected the fact 
that motor vehicle traffic is prediminantly local, short-run traffic, and that high 
way requirements, therefore, involve to a principal degree the provision of a 
satisfactory city transportation network. Highway policy revision to provide 
for the expenditure of a specific amount of Federal funds on urban highways 
is long overdue. This amount should he determined more closely in accordance 
with the ratio of urban to rural population in each State.” 

Authoritative surveys had indicated that the serious shortcomings in the 
national network were centered in and around the metropolitan areas The 
studies further showed it was essential that a substantial part of highway 





expenditures be made for projects in these well-defined areas and locations. 
In 1944 Congress gave its approval to a major revision of the Federal-aid 


highway program in the form of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 Kor the 
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first time, Federal aid for improvements on the Federal-aid highway system in 
urban areas Was given specific recognition by setting aside earmarked amounts 
for this work. The testimony at that time before both the House and Senate 
committees had forcefully shown not only the desirability but the necessity of 
providing Federal aid “for projects in urban areas where traffic bottlenecks” has 
created acute congestion and where costly construction was “required to provide 
relief from such conditions.” The Senate committee pointed out in its report 
n the bill that “bypasses of cities alone’ would not “cure the difficulty because 
traffic studies have demonstrated that the bulk of travel is destined for sections 
well inside the cities.” Thus the Federal-aid urban system had its beginning 
in Federal legislation 


Since enactment of the 1944 law the Federal, State, and city governments have 
cooperated with each other in the planning and construction of many important 
and major projects throughout the entire country—all of which have been inte 
grated and coordinated in the interstate, primary, and urban systems. 


Kor example, the following co npliation, covering the 25 largest cities of the 


tates, lists the number of miles of urban expressways completed, or 





ince ontract, as of December 31, 1952 Practically all of this construction has 
been undertaken under Federal, State. and city auspices—with financial partici 
on being shared among the three levels of government 
Urban ¢ rpressways 5 laruvest United States cities toll roads not ineluded) 
Viles of 

lrban areas CLPressu ; 
New York City, including Long Island 146. 6 
Chicago and Cook County 38. 0 
Philadelphia 3.9 
Los Angeles, city and county) a. 7 
Detroit and Wayne County 24. 1 
Baltimore e 
Cleveland 10. 1 


Boston and Metropolitan District Commissiot ‘ 
San Francisce 3 
Pittsburgh RR 
Milwaukee (*) 
Houston 9. 0 
Buffalo (*) 
New Orleans +. 0 
Minneapolis ae 
Cincinnat : ee 


Seattle 
Kansas City, Mo 
Newark (") 


Dallas 





Indianapolis i 
Denver 3.0 
San Antonio 5. 4 
Total miles of expressways 331. 0 
| eonstructior 
Being pla ed 
Not rey l 
THE URBAN HIGHWAY PICTURE 
The nat il interstate highway system consists of 37,800 miles of roads and 
streets and represents approximately 1 percent of the Nation’s total mileage. It 
covers 48 States, 42 State capitals. and 155 cities out of 199 ith populations of 
0.000 or more Forty-two percent of the main urban routes in the interstate 


system are under 30 feet wide. The Bureau of Public Roads recently reported 
thet on this system alone, 3,500 miles of urban improvements are needed at a 


cost in excess of 5 billion Construction will have to be greatly accelerated if 
these most needed urban improvements are to be provided within a reasonable 


period of vears 
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The Federal-aid primary system now comprises about 235.000 miles. Of this 
over 16,000 miles is urban mileage 

The Federal-aid urban system includes 15,635 miles of city streets. Sixty-two 
percent of this mileage needs improvement, including 4.286 bridges, at an esti 
muted cost of $S.272,800,000 

The total mile: of surfaced urban streets in the primary highway systems 
of all of the States is approximately 34,000 miles. Of this number 6,546 miles 
comprise streets less than 20 feet wide and 12,099 miles are less than 27 feet 
wide. Thus, 55 percent of urban State roads are under 27 feet wide. Sixty-seven 
percent of urban streets included in the State systems have been determined to 
be below tolerable standards and consequently deficient 

Total urban mileage in the United States is approximately 340,000 miles. Of 
this, 64,000 is nonsurfaced, 77,000 is of low-type surfacing, 73,000 of intermediate 
type, and 125,000 of high type. 

The continued increase in travel had its most pronounced effect in urban 
areas Although city streets represent less than one-tenth of total highway 
nileage these same streets carry approximately one-half of all motor vehicle 
travel in the United States. Some streets carry as much as 100,000 vehicles daily 
Based on counts made in 41 cities, it has been estimated that in 1951, travel ir 
urban areas was 6-percent greater than in 1950 and 45-percent creater than it 
141. The reasons for the resulting problems of congestion, delay, and accidents 
ire self-evident 





It is estimated that 2 billions annually, over a 15-vear period, are required to 
bring our city streets, including State highway extensions thereof, up to com 


monly accepted and recognized standards 


CITY FINANCING 


Property taxes constitute the chief source of cities in maintaining and con 
structing their city streets and in financing the city share of joint city-State 
and city-State-Federal projects. In 1950, close to 650 millions from this source 
went into street work. About 150 millions came from highway user taxes, and 
around 25 to 30 millions from ‘State grants—making a total annual expenditure of 
over S25 millions. In addition, major highway improvements in many cities have 
heen financed in whole or in part by issuance of general obligation bonds In 
the case of Detroit important work has been carried out by the issuance of bonds 
to be retired, in part, out of future allocations to the city under the provisions 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 

In 1951, the following compilation shows the per capita cost and total local 
expenditures for operation and construction of regular highway facilities in the 
25 largest cities of the United States: 





1951 operation and construction cost of regular highway facilities in the 25 
largest United States cities (toll facilities are not included ) 


Per Per 
Cities Potal cost capit Citic Total cost capita 
cost 
New York 4, 417, 000 $8. 16 Bultalo 678, 000 ) 
Chicago 20, 818, 000 &. 2 New Orle & 388 000 1.70 
Philadelphia 5. 291, 000 7 38 Minneapol TOD. OM 7 
Los Angeles 14, 967, 000 7. ¢ ( cit it 350. 000 10, 62 
Detroit 12, 225, 000 6. ¢ eat tle 035. OOK 10.7 
Baltimore , GRE, O00 14. 41 Kansas Cit M 103, OO 10. OF 
Cl eland 6, 651, 000 1 o \ I R& O00 62 
t. Lou 2, 582. 000 . 0 Dallas $ O76. (OK 14 
Washington, 1). ¢ 339, OOO ) I weay 2 0 ‘ 
Bostor > 108. 000 | D ‘ : \ x 
Sa Fr ri &. 609. 000 | : Ant { wy g. 452 
Pittsburgh », 856. 000 g. ¢ 
Milwaukee 1, 306, 000 14, Average 8 en 
Houstor (02. 000 &. 89 
\ i It { that th 1 venditur A 
| I 4 ! t, Wasl B Milw New O 
rent Federal authorization for the urban program f the fiscal \ he nnir J 
r I e-{ I Ss 1 
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A NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 


rhe first two items on the schedule of topics to be considered by the committee 
during its study and hearings are: (1) The proposal advanced to have the Federal 
Government relinquish the present Federal motor-fuel tax in favor of the States ; 
and (2) the corollary proposal to terminate Federal highway grants-in-aid. 
Acceptance by the States of full and complete financial and operating respon- 
sibilities for highway construction and development throughout the Nation 
raises basic and fundamental questions and considerations—issues which merit 
thorough and searching scrutiny and analysis. If a national-highway policy and 
program, as we have known it for 37 years, is to be abandoned, it is essential that 
the history, record, and accomplishments of these nearly 4 decades of experience 
be studied and reviewed. It is the opinion of most municipal officials that such 
review, study, scrutiny, and analysis will demonstrate conclusively the justifica- 
tion and necessity of moving forward within the framework of present Federal 
highway policy and program 

Che liquidation of the Bureau of Public Roads as a Federal agency is a matter 
only incidental to the main issue. This issue, stated very simply, is: Are we to 
continue our existing Federal-State cooperative program of coordination and in 
tegration or are we to substitute therefor 48 individual programs for highway) 
development throughout the United States? 

The suggestion to transfer highway responsibilities to the States conceivably 
appeals to groups favoring a reduction in Federal expenditures. The proposal to 
relinquish the motor-fuel tax would naturally be applauded by those advocating 
the abolition of certain Federal excise taxes. Both recommendations have an 
understandable appeal to certain individual State governments. If these particu 
lar States were to add the Federal 2-cent gasoline impost to their present gasoline 
tax levy, the revenue potential would exceed the amounts now available for 
their highway activities from combined State revenue and Federal grants-in-aid. 

With regard to the latter point it does not necessarily follow that, if the Federal 
Government repealed its gasoline excise tax, all or most of the States would 
impose the additional 2-cent levy. Or if imposed, that the revenues would be 
specifically earmarked for highway purposes. In the opinion of city officials in 
a number of the States the willingness of their own State legislatures to take such 
action is exceedingly questionable. Should this prediction prove to be valid, the 
revenue aspect loses its appeal. Further, it is to be noted that only half of the 
48 States have constitutional provisions dealing with diversion of revenues from 
highway user taxes 

Basically, the only justification for any Federal-aid program, excepting those 
of an emergency nature, is a Clear and distinct national interest. Perhaps in none 
of the existing Federal-aid programs has this interest been as firmly established 
as in the Federal-aid highway program 

It has inspired the States and local governments to action and has provided 
combined financial support and administration in a field which is of very direct 
concern to the entire Nation. It has to a certain extent established a parity 
among the States where needed services of a national character are involved. It 
has complimented inadequate State and local revenues available for highway 
purposes and it has exerted a powerful and direct influence over three main ele- 
ments of highway development: the location of projects; physical specifications 
involving type of surfacing, with strength, grade, and curvature; and a priority 
of improvement The indirect effects have been scarcely important, for admin- 
istration and engineering standards prescribed for Federal-aid work have nat- 
urally filtered through and influenced road management at all levels of 
Government 

Many State highway officials who view the highway problem from its national 
aspect must surely be concerned with any proposal to limit or change the present 
role of the Bureau of Public Roads as a coordinator in insuring an integrated 
national highway system. We believe that disastrous results would ensue if this 
function were to be weakened or were to be abandoned. Recently the Yale Uni- 
versity bureau of highway traffic observed that in the States “project selection 
and assignment of priority is a complex process; and the decisions are made on 
widely varying bases. Sometimes they are purely political; sometimes they are 
heavily dependent upon factual data. None of the States has developed a set of 
criteria that will put an improvement program on a purely objective basis; and, 
realistically, it is exceedingly doubtful that this will ever be done.” In this con 
nection it is interesting to note that only about half of the States have estab 
lished a priority or sufficiency rating system applicable to projects on their State 
system of roads 
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The Federal requirement that project selection on the Federal-aid system be 
based on planning surveys which will reveal relative needs has been a most useful 
tool in minimizing the influence of legislative blocs and pressure groups on deci 
sions of officials and agencies responsible for the selection of projects and designa 
tion of routes. There is historical evidence to warrant the fear that if the Federal 
role in highway development is abandoned State activities in this field will once 
again be unduly influenced by considerations other than actual needs. 

Respecting uniform standards, it should be pointed out that despite their 
extensive development in many fields, experience has shown that universality 
of adoption by the several States is most successfully accomplished only when 
tied in with the granting of Federal aid As an eXample, witness the contrast 
hetween the slowness in State adoption of the uniform vehicle code and the uni 
versality of compliance with the highway design standards that have been applied 
n Federal-aid work 

In and of itself the paramount role of highways in our national defense 
demands a nationwide unified system or network As President Eisenhower 
has said 

Next to the manufacture of the most modern implements of war as a guaranty 
of peace through strength, a network of modern rouds is as necessary to defense 
is it is to our national economy and personal safety 

‘he strategic network in its present form is not a haphazard or theoretical 
; back more than three decades 

nd earnest attention has been devoted to perfecting the plan of interconnected 
routes that would best serve the defense needs in times of national emergency 


ollection of lines on a may Its conception goes 


Krom a defense standpoint, access and tactical road planning, construction 
and improvement must, of necessity, be carried out with the active cooperation 


the Federal Government During the last war, it Was possible to meet such 
requirements through joint Federal-State and, in some cases, Federal-State-city, 
cooperation. With all roadbuilding responsibility concentrated in the 48 indi 


dual States is it possible for any realistic observer to conclude that our national 
defense highway requirements could be studied, planned, and developed by 48 
separate and distinct jurisdictions We believe the answer to this questior 
s obvious. 

fhe claim may be made that the original objectives of the present program 

ve been accomplished—that there is no longer need for Federal financial par 
ticipation and coordination in the highway program It was over 20 years 
vhen our highways were last considered adequate 

The highway program will be a continuous undertaking for years to come 
generated by the presence of over 53 million motor vehicles now traveling over 
a system of roads designed, at best, to handle a peak traffic load of 32 million 
And this gap between highway use and highway capacity is steadily widening 
In 1951, for example, about 20,000 miles of new or improved roads were opened, 
But if all the vehicles turned out in that same year were placed bumper to bumper, 
they would stretch for 25,000 miles In other words, we are building less mile 
ige a year than would he needed just to park the yearly output of motor vehicles 

On the matter of coordination and assuming the States were to take over full 
responsibility for highways they would each be faced with the same problem 
the Federal Government is faced with today—a determination of the relative 
needs of the primary, urban, interstate, and secondary systems in relation to 
the needs of the country as a whole. It may be stated that this could be accom 
plished through interstate agreements or compacts with a continuing integration 
of our highway system on a national basis, dependent upon individual legisla 
tive and administrative action in each of the 48 States. It is well known that 
even on many minor subjects it has been impossible for the State governments 

achieve uniformity of legislation and administration. The widely varying 
State laws and regulations governing the size and weight of trucks permitted 
to operate on public highways is an excellent example of this lack of uniformity 

In the light of all of the documented facts, we do not believe the importance 
ind need for an integrated national highway system can be disputed. Nor do 
we believe that 48 individual State highway departments, operating under 48 
politically independent State administrations, can provide a national system of 
highways developed under uniform standards as to location, design, and con 
struction which will meet today’s street and highway needs 

We feel that to reject at this time the underlying philosophy under which the 

resent system has evolved under the sponsorship of both political parties cannot 
he justified on a realistic evaluation of the facts It is clear to us that the 
essential elements of integration, coordination, and uniformity as between the 
programs in all of the 48 States cannot be realized under any other plan 
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We are firmly of the opinion that any action which would disturb the present 
mutuality of interest shared by the Federal Government, the States, and the 
cities—an interest inherent in any matching program—would constitute a most 
harmful reversal of long-established congressional policy 

In concluding this section of our memorandum it may be well to quote from 
representatives of the three levels of Government. In the 1936 hearings before 
this committee, the then commissioner of public works of New York State, Mr. 
Brandt, said: 

“I do not think there could be much question about the wisdom of continuing 
this policy. In fact, I think it is safe to say that if the Federal Government had 
not passed the Federal Aid Act of 1916, there would be a number of States today 
without any continuing highway policy, and it would not be possible to travel 
from here to the Pacific coast, or from here to Florida. You could not travel 
from New York to the Pacific coast or to Florida but for this Federal-aid highway 
policy. That could not be done if it had not been for the Federal Aid Highway 
Act, which had in it a condition that every State must form a competent highway 


department, and adopt a system of Federal highways which would be truly ° 
transcontinental in their character.’ 

At the same hearing, the former head of the Bureau of Public Roads, Mr 
Thomas H. MacDonald, followed up this testimony as follows: 

“* * * establishment in 1916 of the Federal-aid policy and the Federal-aid = 


legislation with the modifications and addition of principles since have effected a 
system of highway administration that is uniform for the United States I 
doubt if there is any single operation of a public character in which both the 
State and the Federal Government participate that is carried on as universally 
with the same general objective in view as the construction and maintenance of 
the major public highways.” 

And Commissioner Robert Moses of New York City, one of the outstanding 
municipal authorities in the field of highway planning and development, re- 
cently wrote: 

“Our highways would never be tied together in a genuine national hookup 
at State lines without Federal aid and supervision. * * * The Federal Govern 
ment has not created a road bureaucracy It has not dictated. It has merely 
established standards for an interstate system without which there would be no 
hope at all of national unity.” 


APPORTION MENT FORMULA 


The attention of the committee is invited to a specific recommendation we 
make with regard to the formulae governing apportionment of Federal funds 
among the states for the interstate and primary systems. 

In his testimony before the committee in April, Commissioner Francis V ; 
du Pont of the Bureau of Public Roads recommended that the interstate system ; 
formula be based exclusively on population. He said: 

“It is highly desirable that any funds set up by the Congress for improve- 
ment of the interstate system be apportioned among the States as nearly as 
possible on a basis that will permit reasonably equal progress in its im- 
provement. Since population is the major factor in determining traffic de- 
mands, distribution on a population basis would be more equitable than using a 
formula including also area and miles of post roads. The Bureau studies ’ . 
indicated that a population formula would approximate needed improvement costs 
in most States.” 

We are in complete agreement with this proposal. Its adoption would bring 
about a more equitable arrangement than is possible under the present formula 

It is of interest to note that in 1951. 42 of 483 member State highway depart- . ba 
ments of the American Association of State Highway Officials approved adop 
tion of the population formula for apportionment of interstate system funds. 

We also believe there are equally valid and compelling reasons for revising the 
formula governing distribution of primary system funds. Caleulations which 
we have made, based on the cost estimates for needed improvements on this 
system, strongly suggest that apportionment of these funds on the basis of 
population alone or with the population factor given a greater weight than under 
the present formula which gives population, area, and mileage equal weight, 
would result in a distribution more closely related to actual needs 

It is realized this subject has been hefore the committee on a number of ocea- 
sions and that various viewpoints are involved. Should this recommendation be 
approved a few States would receive a somewhat higher apportionment, and a 
few would receive less than is presently allotted. It is our opinion, however, 
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that use of population alone, or of a weighted population factor, would result in 
allocations more Closely related to the “reasonably equal progress” which the 
Commissioner of Public Roads referred to as a proper goal to be achieved. 

Regardless of the final formulas adopted and regardless of the percentage of 
Federal funds earmarked for urban projects, it should be stressed that expendi 
tures on urban projects provide only a very small fraction of the improved 
mileage which results from an equivalent expenditure for construction in open 
country. 

In its 149 report, Highway Needs of the National Defense, the Bureau of 
Publie Roads emphasized the wide gap in per-mile construction costs between 
urban and rural areas. The Bureau's estimates covering the cost of correcting 
deficiencies in the interstate system composed of 31,831 miles of rural roads and 
5,969 miles of urban streets placed the cost per mile for rural sections of the 
system at $188,800 and for the urban sections, $1,648,400 per mile. The cost of 
actual work required, as reported by the Bureau, was therefore about 8.7 times as 
great for the urban as for the rural sections of the system 

Adjustment of the Bureau’s figures, which were based on 1948 prices, to the 
construction cost index for the fourth quarter of 1952, places the cost for the 
Irban sections at $1,828,282 per mile and for the rural sections, $210,040, with the 
ratio between urban and rural costs remaining about the same. 

The committee’s attention is also called to the fact that, in terms of purchasing 
power, our national highway expenditures today are substantially below prewar 
levels, due to the inflationary trends of the last 10 years. This is, of course, of 
major importance and significance. 


THE CITIFS AND STATE ADMINISTRATION 


This memorandum is concluded by reference to what is most fundamental 
weakness and inequality in existing State-city relationships. Insofar as the 
cities are concerned, this weakness and discrimination is vitally involved in the 
proposal to have the States assume complete responsibility of highway develop- 
ment 

American has moved to town but its State legislatures have not. This, in 
essence, summarizes the situation which has practically disenfranchised the 
bulk of the Nation’s people, so far as representation in State legislative bodies 
is coneerned. 

It is realized, of course, this is no problem of direct concern to the Congress, 
nor should we take up the time of the committee in discussing the matter, 
Nevertheless, the situation which confronts cities in this regard has a very direct 
bearing on the subject of these hearings. 

Half a century ago 65 percent of the citizens of the United States lived on 
farms. The 1950 census reveals that the proportion of rural dwellers is down to 
less than 40 percent and declining each year. Yet, this population, remnant of a 
majority long since vanished, continues to dominate State legislatures all across 
the land. The less than 40 percent of the people who still inhabit agricultural 
areas elect 75 percent of the country’s State senators and representatives. Asa 
result, urban residents are at the mercy of those who have little conception of, 
or interest in, and in most cases little sympathetic appreciation of urban prob- 
lems. It is a demonstrable fact that city traffic is unbelievably snarled in 
many of our States because rural legislatures take care of country roads before 
they improve municipal streets and thoroughfares. 

Within the past few days, distinguished members of both the House and 
Senate, in congressional debates on other than highway issues, have spoken out 
on this subject. A Member of the House recently said: 

“Chicago is at the mercy of downstate Illinois, because while our State con- 
stitution provides for equal representation, with redistricting according to shift- 
ing population, the downstate-controlled legislature continues year after year to 
disobey the constitution. It is a shameful condition. The result is that while 
Chicago has more than half the population of Illinois its vote in the general 
assembly is almost negligible. 

“While Chicago suffers in a great measure, this situation is not peculiar to 
Chicago and to Illinois. Those who believe in States’ rights necessarily must 
hold to the principle of local government to the maximum extent possible. If the 
rural and small-town areas of large States continue to hold metropolitan com- 
munities in a straitjacket, flagrantly disobeying the mandates of State constitu- 
tions to deny equal representation to metropolitan voters, it is inevitable that 
sooner or later the problem will come before the Congress. But it is not my 
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purpose to enter at this time into a discussion of the procedure necessary in 
such eventuality. I merely point out that a great wrong cannot continue in 
definitely to be worked on any segment of our population; and when the wrong 
is aided and abetted by the governing body of a State in defiance of its own laws 
and the national welfare is thus imperiled, its redress is properly the business of 
the Congress.” 

A similar statement was likewise recently presented on the Senate floor by a 
distinguished Member of the Senate. In part he said: 

“The bill before us gives the cities 3 months in which to obtain permissive leg 
islation from their State legislatures. This is something, and I hope the legisla 
tures will act At the same time we should realize this will bring the cities up 
against one of the great unfairnesses in our modern system of government 
namely, that the cities, almost without exception, are grossly underrepresented 
in the State legislatures. * * * 


® a * By * * x 


We could call the roll, State bx State, as on a future occasion I plan to do, and 
find that in virtually every State the cities are grossly underrepresented. * * * 


* % %* * * * * 


“Everywhere the cities are in chains. Everywhere rural districts are more 
or less in control of the State governments. * a 

Prior to 1944, the amount of State participation in urban highway construc 
tion was negligible. As a matter of fact, as the Traffic Quarterly for April 
of this year reports, prior to passage of the Federal Highway Act of 1944, many 
States had actually barred their State highway departments from both con 
struction and maintenance operations within cities. Even today, a few States 
still have on their statute books, obsolete limitations and restrictions. 

And it is to be regretted that too many State highway departments still do not 
completely understand the essentiality of the urban problem. In a few unfor 
tunate cases, State highway departments have not been permitted to carry out 
certain urban programs for partisan political reasons 

\ recent example from New Jersey may be cited. The citizens highway com 
mittee of that State, organized in 1950 to speed up highway coustruction, reported 
that it was necessary to mobilize public opinion to force “politically minded State 
planners to build highways where they were needed.” The Citizens Highway 
Committee report held that in New Jersey “rural legislators, representing acres 
instead of people, have dominated the highway department. The result has been 
excellent roads and highways in rural sections leading up to but not into the 
cities. Traffic and engineering studies have shown that the real highway need 
is for modern expressways in the urban areas, but the State has continued to 
spend its major funds in rural areas, largely ignoring congestion and economic 
deterioration in the cities.” 

As a part of its statewide activities the New Jersey committee had the Princeton 
Research Service make a statewide poll to discover what the people felt about 
highway construction needs. The results throw an interesting sidelight on this 
whole question. It was found that rural residents were just as conscious as city 
dwellers that the real problem is in urban areas. In answer to the question 
whether rural and secondary roads were overcrowded, only 6 percent of rural 
residents said “Yes.” But 69 percent of the same group said streets and urban 
highways were overcrowded in large cities. 

The 1944 act, through its urban section, literally forced the States to act in 
meeting the problem of congestion in urban areas. As a result of the bitter ex- 
perience of the years previous to 1944, city officials are naturally concerned over 
the proposal to shift highway responsibility to the 48 State governments. They 
are fearful that the dominantly rural State legislative bodies would not, as they 
did not before 1944, give proper and equitable consideration to urban street and 
highway requirements. They are, therefore, almost unanimous in urging con- 
tinuation of the present Federal policy and program. They see in the change 
which has been proposed a possible return to the pre-1944 state of affairs, 


FEDERAL HIGHWAY APPROPRIATIONS 


The almost unbelievable magnitude of the highway problem which confronts the 
United States makes imparative a reexamination of the extent and amount of 
financial participation in highway construction which should be provided by the 
Federal Government in the next 5 to 10 year period. Scores of bills have been 
introduced during the present session in both the House and the Senate dealing 
with the general subject. 
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Without going into an extensive discussion of all phases of the question, we do 
submit that the Federal level of expenditures for highway construction should 
generally approximate the amount of revenue received from the Federal gasoline 
and oil imposts. The average motorist assumes that the proceeds of taxes paid 
are being used for highway purposes. The tax is therefore accepted without com 
plaint. When highway uses are advised that motor vehicle and gasoline tax reve- 
nues are being diverted to nonhighway purposes, there is widespread criticism 

We do not suggest the creation of a trust fund which would reserve the Federal 
gusoline and oil revenues for highway use exclusively. Nor do we propose that 
any other statutory device or fixed plan be enacted. We simply recommend that 
Federal appropriations during the next 5 to 10 year period should equal the reve- 
nue received from the Federal motor fuel levy. Adoption of such a plan would 
result in a much-needed expansion of the present program. In addition, the disad 
vantages inherent in any trust fund operation or other similar device or fiduciary 
arrangement, rigidly tying revenues to expenditures, are avoided 


HOOVER COMMISSION’S REPORT ON FEDERAL-STATI RELATIONS 


“1. The cooperative system based on grants-in-aid has provided needed stand 
ards of public services throughout the country in many flelds—services that many 
States would be unable to supply It has provided for some redistribution of 
resources from States that have superior means to those that lack them 

“2. The plan has developed a division of responsibility : the National Govern 
ment giving financial aid and establishing broad standards—the State govern 
ments sharing the fiscal burden and maintaining primary responsibility for 
udministration. In addition to decreasing inequalities of service, the grant 





in-aid method has raised the level of all aided services, without transferring 
functions entirely to the National Government 
“3. The grant-in-aid method, in fact, has added to and expanded the activities 
of State governments by contributing to their resources and thereby enabling 
them to embark upon additional or more extensive public-service programs for 
their own people 
4. It has stimulated States and localities to provide a number of public 
services deemed necessary and desirable in the national interest 
“}. The cooperative method has improved the administration of many State 
activities. National administrative standards, as in highways . have done 
much to increase the professional skill and effectiveness of State administrators 
“The problem of highway transportation that confronts the United States is 
one of almost unbelievable magnitude 
* * . * * + * 
“No one could have foreseen back in 1920, when the large-scale road program 


got underway and when the number of motor vehicles in the United States was 


only around 9 million, that by 1952 the total would skyrocket to 52 million 
There was no indication that the truck, a Comparative novelty in the early 
twenties, would become such a vital factor in the transportation system that it 
would multiply to today’s 9 million. * * * 


* * * * * * y 
“The road and street network was never designed to accommodate the half 
trillion or so miles a year which our motor vehicles are now rolling up, or to cope 
with the extremely diversified and complex traffic patterns embraced in this astro 
nomical travel mileage 
* Ba * * * * x 
“Critical lack of capacity on * * urban arterials lies at the root of much 
of our present highway dilemma. * * Half of the total travel is concentrated 
on city streets, which comprise only one-tenth of the road network. The latter, 
of course, explains why virtually every one of the 168 metropolitan areas in the 
Nation has hecome a chronic traffic bottleneck. * * * 
* * *” + + * * 
“Approximately one-half of existing highway deficiencies, on a nationwide 
basis, is urban in character.” 
THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYors, 
Washington, D.C 
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY OFFICIALS, 
Mr. Rosert F. McConne tL, February 12, 1954. 
Chief Clerk and Counsel, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. McConneLL: I have your notice of February 8, 1954, advising that 
an opportunity to be heard before the Roads Subcommittee of the Committee 
on Public Works regarding pending highway bills has been provided for on 
February 15-17, 1954. 

This is to advise you that the National Association of County Officials does 
not desire to present any further oral testimony. The general position of our 
association was set forth in a statement filed with your subcommittee on June 
26, 1953, by Judge M. Ward Forman. Attention is again invited to it. 

Considering, specifically, bills now pending before your committee, our organi 
zation wishes to endorse H. R. 7818 as the particular bill providing most nearly 
the Federal aid we believe to be proper. We do not endorse or recommend enact 
ment of any of the other bills. We desire to make of record comments on two 
particular provisions on H. R. 7818. The provision on lines 1 to 12, page 3, of 
this bill that with respect to secondary projects the Secretary of Commerce may 
accept the certification of a State highway department as discharge in full of 
his responsibility relative to plans, ete., is new. I would like to modify our en 
dorsement of the bill to the extent of saying that we neither support nor oppose 
this particular provision. We believe that under such a provision counties can 
fully discharge their own responsibilities to their citizens. Whether the Federal 
Government can discharge its responsibility under such provision is a matter 
upon which we do not comment. 

Also, the National Association of County Officials is opposed to the last 4 pro- 
visos in section 1 of the bill permitting transfer of funds to the extent of 25 
percent from one system to the other. We have reason to believe that these 
transfers in most cases would be a one-way affair—from the secondary to the 
primary system—and that the effect of practical operation would be to curtail 
the appropriation from one and to enlarge that of the other. 

Yours very truly, 
KeitH L. SEEGMILLER, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


Comparison in authorizations in Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 and proposed 
authorizations in H. R. 7818 


Public Law H. R. 7818 
413, 82d Cong., f ‘al 1956 - 
fiscal 1954-55 a a 
Federal-aid system 
Prin < ten $247, 500, 000 $270, 000, 000 
Secondary svstem 165, 000, 000 180, 000, 000 
Primar ter irt reas 137, 500, 000 150, 000, 000 
Interstate svstem 25, 000, 000 200, 000, 000 
ta] ner fiscal ear | 575. 000, 000 R00, 000, 000 
Fede 
| hwa 22, 500, 000 22, 500, 000 
k . ] ent roads and trails 22. 500, 000 22, 500, 000 
Park ur tr 10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
Parkways 10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
ir mr is and trail 10, 000;000 10, 060, 000 
Publie lands roads 2, 500, 000 
rota] Federal roads per fiscal year 77, 500, 000 75, 000, 000 
Total per fiseal year 652. 500, 000 875, 000, 000 
Dot for fiscal vears 1, 305, 000, 000 1, 750, 000, 000 
Special aut r ) | 
Rat Road (fiscal vear 1953-54 4, 000, 000 1 4. 000, 000 
Inter-American Highway (1953-54 16, 000, 000 1 16, 000, 000 
Emergency funds 10, 000, 000 
Defense access road 50, 000, 000 . 
Increased authorization for Baltimore-W ashingt Park way 1, 500, 000 
rotal special authorizations 81, 500, 000 20, 000, 000 
Total authorizations, 1952 act 1, 386, 500, 000 
rotal authorizations proposed in H. R. 7818 1, 770, 000, 000 
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Sliding scale rates of Federal-aid participation in public-land States, effective 
Feb. 1, 1954 
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1 Area data as of June 30, 1953, furnished by Depart 


(Whereupon, at 4:10 p. m. the committee adjourned until 1:30 
p. m. the following day, Wednesday, February 17, 1954.) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 17, 1954 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, Dp. ¢. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:30 p. m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. George A. Dondero, chairman of 
the committee, presiding. 

Mr. McGrecor. The committee will come to order. 

We are meeting today for further study of the various highway 
bills before this committee for consideration. Our first witness this 
afternoon is Maj. Gen. Paul F. Yount, Chief of Transportation, De- 
partment of the Army. 

General, we are glad to have you with us again. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. PAUL F. YOUNT, CHIEF OF TRANSPOR- 
TATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


General Yount. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am very pleased to be here. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared 
statement and if you wish I will read it. 

Mr. McGregor. All right. It is up to you, General. 

General Yount. Very well, sir. 

The Secretary of Defense has delegated to the Department of the 
Army the responsibility of expressing the views of the Department 
of Defense on H. R. 7818, a bill to amend and supplement the Federal- 
Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, 
to authorize appropriations for continuing the construction of high- 
ways, and for other purposes. 

The provisions of sections 1 and 2 of the bill are of primary interest 
to the Department of Defense. This statement is therefore confined 
to these sections and certain deficiencies that exist in the provision of 
Federal aid for public highway improvements important to the 
national defense. 

The Department of Defense favors enactment of legislation pro- 
viding Federal aid for the improvement of the designated Federal-aid 
highway systems specified in section 1, with the following comments. 

In view of the present potentialities of modern warfare, it is be- 
lieved all circumferential and radial highways on the Federal-aid 
primary system in urban areas should be constructed as limited or 
controlled-access highways or with wide rights-of-way so as to make 
possible effective highway transportation and the exercise of priority 
in their use in event the urban areas are bombed. 
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The provisions pertaining to the amount of funds and their appor- 
tionment are matters on which the States and the Bureau of Public 
Roads are better qualified to advise 

As has been stated before on several accasions, the national] system 
of interstate highways, including its urban extensions, has been 
determined the principal system of highways to serve the national 
defense. The Department of Defense therefore favors section 2 of 
the propose d bill insofar as it prov ides for e xpediting the constru tion 
of this system to approved standards, with the following comments. 

In addition to constructing the urban sections of this system as 
limited or controlled access facilities, it Is believed the rural sections 
should be constructed as limited or controlled access facilities unless 
such construction is found to be not feasible. This will make possible 
maximum efficiency and effectiveness of highway transportation in 
an emergency. 

Provisions contained in section 2 that pertain tothe amount of funds 
and the method of apportionment are also matters on which the States 
and the Bureau of Public Roads are better qualified to advise. How- 
ever, it is believed of major importance that legislation insure uniform 


improvement of the interstate system in all States 

It is noted section 2 provides that the Secretary of Commerce shall 
not apportion the sums authorized by section 2 for improvement of 
the national Syst m of interstate highways to the States unless a ‘ Fed 


gallon is in effect on December 31, 1954, and on December 31, 1955. 
Because of the major Federal interest in this system it is hoped that 


eral excise tax on oasoline in the amount of not less than 2 cents pel 


the legislation recommended by this committee will insure that neces 
sary funds are made available for early improvement of the national 
system of interstate highways. 


Because of the fact that H. R. 7818 does not include any provision 
for access roads as did the Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1950 and 
195%. 1t is belie. d | shoul r br ief{ y re port on the status of the access 


road program authorized under these former Federal-Aid Highway 
Acts. There have been 150 certifications made to the Secretary of 
Commerce by the Department of Defense. Of those certified, 46 have 
been only partially financed. Funds appropriated were immediately 
allocated to those projects that the interested Federal agencies agreed 
were of highest priority. Except to meet contingencies there are no 
funds presently available for improvement of certified access roads. 
Presently certified but not financed access roads that have been re 
viewed in light of current plans and found justified are estimated to 
require approximately $11 million. Additional certifications are 
being made at a rate of approximately $5 million per annum. Some 
of these improvements are critically needed. I know of no legislation 
other than the access-road legislation in the Federal-Aid Highway 
Acts that provides for these needs. 

This statement has been informally coordinated with designated 
representatives of the military departments and the Office of the Sec- 
retary of Defense, but because of the short time available it was not 
possible to obtain official concurrence or refer it to the Bureau of the 
Budceet. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement. TIT will be very pleased 
to answer any questions ) vou or any members of the committee may ask. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, General. 
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Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Sreep. I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. McGregor. Mr. Steed. 

Mr. Steep. General, can you give us any information on the status 
or the lack of proper facilities for the weights of military equipment 
which you need to move over the highways? I am thinking par- 
ti ularly in terms of the strengt h of bridge structures. Is our present 
bridge construction at levels of strength sufficient to Carry the known 
military equipment that must move on the highways ¢ 

General Yount. The standards adopted for the national interstate 
system are quite adequate. 

Mr. Steep. You know of no miilitary equipment at the present jmno- 
ment that they would not be able to carry all right 6 

General Yount. They can handle our heaviest equipment on that 
tvpe ot bridge by controlling the use of the structure and the move 
ment of it. 

Mr. McGrereor. Ave there any other questions / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much. If we want you again we 
will let you know and we know too that you will make yourself avail 
ible. When we vo 1nto executive session we may want a little more 

nformation than we have asked for at this time. 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. Ll am sorry, General, that I was not here to hear your 
tatement. I havea copy of it which I shall read. I especially came 
over to hear you. 

General Yount. Thank you, Mr. Dempsey. 

Mi. MceGrecor. The Chair recognizes our very able colleague and 
member of this committee, Congressman Steed. 

Mr. Sreep. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we have 
here today Mr. M. B. Cunningham, superintendent of the waterworks 
of Oklahoma City, Okla., who wants to present some facts on this 
legislation on behalf of the American Waterworks Association. 

It is my honor at this time to present my fellow Oklahoman, Mr. 
Cunningham. 

Mr. McGreeor. Mr. Cunningham, we are glad to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF M. B. CUNNINGHAM, PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN 
WATERWORKS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. CunninouaAm. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
thank you very much. 

My name is M. B. Cunningham. I speak today as president of the 
\merican Waterworks Association. I do live in Oklahoma City, and 
that is where | work. The headquarters of that association is located 
it 521 Kifth Avenue, New York. 

On this problem of highway construction and relocation of utilities 
we agree with the report that was recently filed with the committee, 
and we helped to prepare it along with the other utilities. We feel 
that the report is ty pical and representative of the problem that we face 
in the relocation of the utilities in which it looks like the expense of re 
locating utilities will amount to about 5 percent of the total cost of 
highway projects. 
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There are some 16,000 waterworks in the United States, serving 
over 100 million people. Seventy percent of them are publicly owned 
and 30 percent are privately owned. But our problems are very simi- 
lar to those of the other utilities in that the relocation of the utilities 
has been greatly accelerated in the last few years due to the improve- 
ment in highways, which we appreciate to the greatest extent. 

It seems that more new highw: iys have been constructed in and 
around the cities and towns. The water mains have been laid in the 
public streets from the very beginning of time for two good reasons: 
(1) That is the most sanitary place for a public water supply; and 
(2) We must provide fire protection and therefore the street is the 
most logical place. 

It has always been recognized, I believe, as the proper place. 

Grade separation, of course, has come into the picture and we 
agree with it, but it has particularly placed a tremendous burden on 
the utilities, 

In section 10 of the proposed bill we would like to urge that per- 
haps instead of waiting a year we feel that there is already sufficient 
information probably to make the study in much less time than that. 
Whatever the committee feels on it, of course, will govern. We know 
the cost is pretty well established by the utilities. That work is pretty 
well completed, we believe. 

I am sure the American Waterworks Association, as well as the 
other utilities, will be glad to join in any discussion or any further 
study in order to bring that to a close at an early date, because we feel 
that the various State highw: Ly de ‘partments are pretty we ‘11 informed 
on this problem. It has cert ainly worked a terrific hardship on the 
waterworks, which I speak of specifically today. In some places it 
has taken the entire annual revenue of the department in order to 
take care of the relocation. 

We do urge and we feel that perhaps some equitable plan can be 
made, 

I thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. McGreeor. Mr. Cunningham, thank you very much for your 
statement. 

Are there any questions my members of the committee / 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Sc HERER. Do you feel that as proposed in section 10 of the bill 
that the Bureau of Public Roads and the various State highway de- 
partments are the parties who should make this study ? 

Mr. Cunnincunam. Of course, we feel as far as the cost factor is 
concerned that has been pretty well established. We do feel that if 
the utilities are brought into it that any studies you want to make 
could be brought to a close much sooner. We would hate to see a year 
go by: we surely would. 

Mr. Scuerer. I believe vou said some of these relocations have cost 
the utility its entire year’s revenues ¢ 

Mr. Cunnrncuam. Yes,sir. On the interstate operations. 

Mr. Screrer. This burden has fallen particularly on small utilities; 
has it not ? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It is more difficult for the smaller utilities. In 
some instances it practically made it impossible for them to meet their 
debt service as a result of having to spend this money for the relocation 
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of utilities. Inthe larger communities, of course, they have an increas 
ing amount of participation, but they are able to handle it because it 
is not so much of a percentage of their total income. 

Mr. Scuerer. If it should be decided that the Bureau of Public 
Roads and the State highway departments are not the groups to make 
this study, do you have : anv recommendations as to what organization 


would be ec: apable of making a study and giving a fair report to the 


Congress ¢ 


Mr. CunninoGuam. We, of course, participated along with the other 
utilities in making the cost study. We feel that study is complete 
within itself and it is representative of the cost of relocating the 
utilities. 

Mr. McGreeor. Are there any other questions by members of the 
committee ? 

Mr. Neau. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Neal. 

Mr. Near. Does that cost approximate an average, let us say, of 5 
percent of the total cost of construction ¢ 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Yes, sir. Of the 12 States—and the States were 
not picked, but were taken at random—as I recall the report. it 
showed approximately 5 percent of the total cost of the highway 
projects in the State—5 percent of the road cost was spent for reloca 
tion of utilities. That is the total cost of the highway project. 

Mr. Steep. Mr. Cunningham, as I understand it, what you are say 
ing is since much research work has already been done in this field, if 
it is felt the Bureau of Public Roads should make the study by coop 
erating with these agencies that already have the field notes, it should 
be completed ina relatively short space of time. You do not object. to 
the fact that the Bureau of Public Roads would survey the data that 
is already accumulated and in effect make its own report. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. No. We do not object to it. 

Mr. Sreep. But you feel that the whole study could be concluded in 
a short space of time. 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Because we believe the basic information is 
available. 

Mr. McGreeor. Thank you, Mr. Cunningham 

Our next witness is Mr. Austin L. Roberts, general solicitor of the 
National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners 

Is Mr. Roberts in the room ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGreeor. Mr. J. G. Bradbury, operating vice president of the 
Southern Bell Telephone & Telegraph Co. 

We are glad to have you with us, Mr. Bradbury. 


STATEMENT OF J. G. BRADBURY, OPERATING VICE PRESIDENT, 
SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE & TELEGRAPH CO., ATLANTA, GA. 


Mr. Brapsury. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am delighted to be 
with you, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Bradbury 4 

Mr. Brapsury. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MceGrecor. Is it long / 

Mr. Brapsury. No, sir; it is not long. 
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Mr. McGreeor. All right. Without objection of the committee, you 
may read it. 

Mr. Brappury. an sll 

My name is J. Bradbury, and I live in Atlanta, Ga. I am the 
operating vice mei nt of Southern Bell Telephone & Telegraph Co., 
| of the 21 operating companies of the Bell System. 

I am appearing here today in behalf of all of the Bell System com- 
panies. 

[ had the privilege of testifying before this committee in July of 
last year with respect to the costs imposed ae utilities because of 
the relocation of their facilities brought about by the Federal-aid 
highway program. In my testimony on that occasion I gave a number 
of reasons why the utilities feel that these reloc: ation costs should be 
treated as a part of the cost of constructing Federal-aid highways. 
[ will not impose upon the committee’s time by ag rain repeating what 
{ said on my former appearance. I would like for my testimony on 
that occasion to be treated as a part of the record of the present hear- 
ings, but if I may be permitted to do so I would like to briefly sum- 
marize some of the m: ujor reasons why we and the other utilities feel 
that the relief sought is jus stified. 

l. First, the public is, of course, very much interested not only in 
highway development but also utility development. If utility com- 
panies were foreed to construct their facilities exclusively on private 
rights-of-way their costs would be tremendously increased. The in- 
evitable result would be a retarding of utility development and higher 
rates for all utility users. It is in recognition of this fact that utilities 
historically have been permitted to occupy the public rights-of-way, 
such occupation bel Inge considered a proper highw: ay use. In cities 
indeed i t woul | be impossible for people to hi ave sewer, water, com- 
munication, — other services except through use of the streets. 

Next, I would like to point out that the cost of providing any 
utility es can be met only through rates collected from those 
who use the service. Therefore, costs imposed upon a utility to re- 
locate its facilities to accommodate Federal-aid highway construction 
is a burden which must be borne by the customers or users. This was 
officially recognized some years avo when Mr. MeDonald., former 
Commissioner of Public Roads, testified before the House Public 
Works Committee in 1944 in support of a similar provision to relieve 
railroads. At that time Mr. McDonald pointed out that if the rail- 
roads were required to contribute their funds toward the elimination 
of grade crossings such funds would have to be gathered from those 
who use the railroads. This is, of course, true with respect to any 
utility service. The user pays the costs. 
d. Broadly, Federal-aid highways are constructed in the interest 
of national defense and interstate commerce for the benefit of the 
general public, and the funds for such highways are derived from 
taxes levied on the general public. The utility user pays his share of 
all Federal taxes as a member of the general public and there is no 
logical reason why he should be required to make a second contribution 
= such purpose in his utility rates. 

. Highways on the primary and interstate systems are designed 
and built to serve the needs of the entire Nation. The equitable : ap- 
proach to the — m is that when relocations are required by projects 
of this type the burden should be borne from Federal highway funds 
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which come from the taxpayers of the Nation. The burden should 
not be put upon the local utility user. 

The Congress has long recognized that railroads should be re- 
lie well of their relocation costs necessitated by the demands of vehicu- 
lar travel on the highways, and there is no sound basis for not treat- 
ing the cost of relocating other public-utility facilities in the same 
manner. 

This is a problem which has become increasingly acute with 
modern development in the construction of highways with clover 
leaves, multiple lanes, and other features requiring greatly widened 
rights-of-way. The problem we are chiefly concerned with does not 
arise from the type of road required only for local or State usage. 
The excessive relocation of utility lines required by the multiple- 
lane highways which are being constructed on the Federal primary 
system today imposes on utility users the major portion of the costs 
with which we are concerned. 

This impact of the changing character of modern roads on utilities 
has repeatedly received legislative recognition. A number of States 
in recent years have passed statutes providing for the construction of 
freeways or turnpikes which in size and character are similar to many 
of the modern [ederal-aid highways on the interstate or primary 
system. In passing such statutes, the State legislatures have con- 
sistently recognized that public utilities should be fully reembursed 
for relocation costs incident to such highway construction. 

In addition to the foregoing reasons, all of which have been touched 
upon in previous testimony before this committee, I would like to 
point out that there has been some speculation as to what it would cost 
to relieve the utilities in the manner suggested. At the instance of the 
National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners, a study 
was conducted in 12 representative States by committees composed of 
representatives from the various utility industries, both publicly and 
privately owned. That study showed that the cost to all nonrailroad 
utilities of relocating facilities to accommodate Federal-aid projects 
was only 4.81 percent of the Federal funds expended. Thus, while 
these relocation costs are a matter of serious concern to individual 
utilities and those who use their service, they compose but a small part 
of the total cost of constructing Federal-aid highways. In this con- 
nection I believe one of the committee members suggested at the hear- 
ing last July that the exercise of greater care by highway authorities 
in selecting highway routes would substantially reduce the cost of 
relocating utility facilities below the present figures, and that the 
adoption of legislation to authorize reimbursement to utilities would 
greatly encourage such a result. I believe this is true. 

Speaking for one of the utilities which participated in the cost 
study to which I have referred, I can say that we have a good deal 
of confidence in that study and I believe that the utilities generally 
would be willing for this committee to put a ceiling of 5 percent on the 
amount of Federal funds which can be used for utility reimbursement. 

[ also think that, if it chooses to do so, this committee might limit 
reimbursement to only those projects which are on those Federal-aid 
highways other than rural secondary or feeder roads. As I have 
pointed out, the problem is not nearly so acute with respect to such 
secondary roads, which are largely for State or local use, as it is on the 
primary or interstate highways. 

45304—54——18 








188 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


One other point I want to emphasize is this, and I am sure I speak 
for all of the utilities in stating that none seek to improve their plant 
at Federal expense. We think the bill should provide that any costs 
for which reimbursement will be granted should exclude any better- 
ment to the utility involved. 

I understand that section 10 of H. R. 7818 carries a provision for a 
study to be made of this relocation problem during the next year. 
With all due respect to those who suggest this, we wonder what could 
be accomplished by such a study. 

It is admitted that State laws relating to reimbursement of utilities 
for expense incurred in connection with highway relocations vary to a 
considerable degree—likewise State laws vary widely as to the obli- 
gation of railroads to pay for the elimination of grade crossings yet 
for many years Congress has authorized reimbursement of railroads 
and the ditference among the various State laws has not affected such 
reimbursement. 

The regulations issued by the Secretary of Commerce simply state: 


State laws pursuant to which contribution are imposed upon railroads for the 
elimination of hazards at railway-highway crossings shall be held not to apply 
to Federal-aid projects 


The law with respect to reimbursing the railroads for expense in 
connection with Federal highway projects can and should apply like- 
wise to other utilities without disturbing State statutory or contractual 
rovisions with reference to non-Federal-aid highways. 

As I have mentioned already, the cost of utility relocation work 
made necessary by Federal-aid projects was determined by a study 
which was completed about 8 months ago by all utilities in 12 repre- 
sentative States. This study has been available to the Bureau of 
Roads since last July. The study now proposed would simply delay 
a decision on an issue which is of vital importance to utilities and to 
the users of utility service throughout the Nation. 

Mr. Johnson, president of the American Association of State High- 
way Officials, in testifying before this committee Monday stated that 
the question of reimbursing utilities has existed for 30 years. Mr. 
du Pont, Commissioner of Public Roads, stated that it has become 
increasingly serious. 

We should all recognize that this is not a new problem and this 
committee is urged to decide without further delay whether this bur- 
den is to continue to be cast on utility users or whether it is to be borne 
out of tax funds devoted to Federal highway construction. 

[t is our fervent hope that you gentlemen will see fit to help us 
at this time. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGreeor. Thank you very much, Mr. Bradbury. 

Are there any questions ? 

Chairman Donprro. One question. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Dondero, the chairman of the Committee on 
Public Works. 

Chairman Donprro. What 12 States were they in which this study 
was made / F 

Mr. Brapesury. California, Connecticut, Florida, Maryland, Michi- 
gan, Mississippi, New Mexico, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Ten- 
nessee, and Washington. 
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Chairman Donprero. Was there some outstanding reason why those 
12 States were selected ? 

Mr. Brapsury. No, sir. We thought they were representative of 
the 48 States. You will notice there are some States in here that have 

high concentration of population in the metropolitan areas and 
others that are somewhat sparsely developed. 

Chairman Donprro. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Any other questions ¢ 

Mr. Suiru. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Smith. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Bradbury, the question was raised here earlier in 
this hearing in respect to the proposition as to what property right 
would be taken from the utility, that is, actually taken from it when 
a transfer or relocation is made. That is, when a utility has its facili- 
ties on a right-of-way and it is determined that the facilities have to be 
relocated, what property right would we be compensating > vou for by 
giving you some part of the Federal aid to highway allowances to be 

aid for the transfer ? 

Mr. Brappury. Congressman Smith, I have touched on that in my 
testimony last July before this committee and I did not refer to it 
here. I asked that that testimony be made a part of the record of this 
hearing. I can touch on it if you see fit to, Mr. Chairman. It is a 
matter we think has been adjudic: ated in the courts that we do have a 
or rty right along the highways. Some may differ with that opin- 
ion, but I think it has been conclusively proven through court decisions 
that we do have a property right along the highways. 

Mr. McGreeor. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Fatiton. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGregor. Congressman Fallon. 

Mr. Fatuon. Mr. Bradbury, I understand from your testimony and 
the testimony that has been given to us from the utility companies 
throughout the country that you always stress that the ri ailroads have 
been given a certain treatment that the utility companies do not have. 
Do you not think that you are in a little different category? When 
we build a new highway to and from a city, a modern up-to-date 
highway, we create by the very construction of this highway a com- 
petitor to the railroads, whereas in no case do roads become a 
competitor of the utilities. 

Do you not think that the railroads should get a little better treat- 
ment in this connection than the utilities, Mr. Bradbury ? 

Mr. Brapsury. No, sir. I do not. I never thought of that angle, 
but I think any competition that is created by the construction of : 
new highway is a continuing competition between your highway and 
the railroad, and what you pay is, you might call it a one-shot pay- 
ment for rearranging that facility. 

Mr. Fation. At the same time there is no competition created by 
this construction with the utilities. ' 

Mr. Brapsury. That is correct. I never thought about the com- 
petitive angle of the railroads, but from the standpoint of pure equity 
it seems other utilities should be treated the same as railroads. I 
may remind you every State has some statute requiring payment to the 
railroads in various amounts in the case of elimination of railroad 
grade crossings. 


Mr. Fation. That is right. 
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Mr. Brapsury. And yet the Congress has seen fit to relieve the 
railroads of that obligation, so we are asking the same thing here 
for other utilities. 

Chairman Donpero. I have one brief question. 

Mr. McGrecor. Chairman Dondero. 

Chairman Donpero. Does the proprietary right to which you allude 
that public utilities have in the highways of the country, stem from 
law, or does it seem from a traditional right because of use through 
the years ¢ 

Mr. Brapsury. It stems from court decisions, sir, and of course 
they must be based on the law. 

Chairman Donpero. That is all. 

Mr. Scuerer. It is based primarily on the fact, is it not, that a 
public utility gives to some extent the same service to a community 
as oak a pub lic road. 

Mr. Brapsury. That is right. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any other questions of Mr. Bradbury ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. McGrecor. If not, thank you very much, Mr. Bradbury. 

The C hair will be very glad to recognize os distinguis shed colleague 
and friend, the Honorable Percy Priest, of Tennessee, who I believe 
would like to present the next witness. 

Congressman Priest, we are glad to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. PERCY PRIEST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 


Mr. Priest. Mr. Chairman, it is, of course, a pleasure to appeal 
before this distinguished committee. I appreciate the saaaticaine 
to present at this time for a brief statement a very distinguished 
jurist and attorney from my hometown, Judge Charles G. Blackard. 
He served for many years as city attorney in Nashville and he is here 
today representing the Tennessee Valley Public Power Association. 

I am greatly pleased to present Judge Blackard. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much. 

Judge Blackard, we will be glad to have you give your statement. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES G. BLACKARD, GENERAL COUNSEL, ELEC- 
TRIC POWER BOARD OF THE CITY OF NASHVILLE, TENN., REPRE- 
SENTING THE TENNESSEE VALLEY PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Buackarp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
will read this short statement consisting of one page. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Charles 
G. Blackard. I live in Nashville, Tenn., and am general counsel 
for the electric power board of the city of Nashville, and also am 
representing and speaking for and in behalf of the Tennessee Valley 
Public Power Association, which association has included in its mem- 
bership 126 municipalities and cooperatives, distributing Tennessee 
Valley Authority electricity and power in Tennessee, Georgia, Ala- 
bama, Mississippi, Kentucky, Virginia, and North Carolina. Seventy- 
eight of these distribution systems are municipally owned, 35 are 
REA financed cooperatives, and the remainder are county systems. 

Heretofore on July 8, 1953, I presented a statement to this com- 
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mittee, which statement is of record in pamp yhlet designated “National 
Highway Study No. 83-3,” pages 486-488. I request that said state- 
ment by reference be incorporated herein. 

The relief sought in this hearing is the relief the various utilities 
have sought for some years. It is respectfully hoped that favorable 
action will be taken at this time by this committee and not further 
postponed, as we believe the data now in the hands of the committee, 
furnished by the proponents of this measure at much effort and no 
little cost, fully jus tifies such action. 

Gentlemen of the committee, if you would indulge me the privilege 
of making just a few remarks for the record off the cuff, so to speak, 
I would like to make just three points. 

This problem is not a new problem at all, neither to these utilities, 
nor to the Bureau of Public Roads, In 1938, in February, I became 
city attorney of Nashville and served until 1949, when I resigned to 
become general counsel for the electric power group. I know its prob- 
lems, I think. I first came to Washington on this matter in 1939, I 
believe it was. Every year since I have made from two to a half a 
dozen trips on this matter. 

I had numerous conferences with Mr. Boykin in the Bureau of 

Public Roads. They know this problem. It is not a new problem. 

With that in view we have tried to make this record full and com- 
plete. The railroad and utilities commissioners made their report 
with reference to the cost of this. The States selected were repre- 
sentative States because they took 12 of the States, or a fourth of them, 
and I think it works out that just about a fourth of the money was 
expended in those 12 States. 

We have a very, very serious problem in the municipalities and I 
think I can speak better for the municipalities than anyone else. It 
is a proposition of life and death with these municipally owned elec- 
tric distribution systems and water works departments and other 
utility facilities. 

One question was asked here yesterday about taxes. Ordinarily, 
of course, a system does not pay taxes, but our little system down at 
Nashville pays the State, the county, and the city tax. We pay over 
a half a million dollars a year to the city of Nashville and to Davidson 
County. They call it payment in lieu of taxes. 

We bought this system from the Tennessee Electric Power Co. 
1939. They paid taxes and we took the same assessment that the rail- 
roads and public utilities had, placed upon the Tennessee Electric 
Power Co.; and as the system has grown we paid a greater amount. 
We apply the city tax rate to the value of the property. With the 
farmers we apply the county tax rate to the value of the farm. We 
are not asking for a free ride proposition at all. We are just asking 
to be permitted to live and do the job that we are trying to do here. 

The next point I want to make is this: I think we can get into an 
involved discussion with reference to vested interests and property 
rights, and so forth. That is all that we bought from the Tennessee 
Klectric Power Co. was the distribution system. We paid $15 million 
for it. If they can destroy it, we paid $15 million for something 
that is of no value at all. 

But this is the proposition, it seems to me: that utility facilities 
are rightfully on the highways. We are not trespassers. It is the 
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only way that you can get these facilities to the homeowner and to the 
other parties and people who use them. Itisa proper highway use. 

If a housewife had no telephone she would have to get on a highway 
and 9o to a grocery to get her oroce rie Ss, al d she would have to get 
kerosene if she did not have any electricity. But instead she travels 
on the highw: LVS Over her tele en and light is brought into her home 
through the electric distribution facilities. 

You cannot separate it. You cannot have a right-of-way here for 
1utomobiles and then have another right-of-way sal telephones, and 
another right-of-way for gas, and another right-of-way for electricity. 
The people cannot stand it. After all, the fellow who pays the 
electric-light bill is the fellow who is paying his money up here that 
you are appropriating for these highway purposes. 


These highways do more thanas nol iob. On local sit iations., we 
have alwavs taken care of those. and we cooper: ited. But now we 


own with these interstate highways which are not local in 
iT. They ire interstate in character. We accommodate the 
ile from Michigan to Florida and from New York to Cali- 
fornia, and that is all right. But this is a problem where we just 


] 47 1 


cannot bear that burden. If we tried to our rates are bound to go 


up tremen lously high. 


charact 


automo 


He is the proposition. If we disturb the status quo then we 
Jr i made to pay. But if the Federal Bureau of Public Roads 
comes down there, operating through the State highway department, 
und disturbs the status quo, we will cooperate and move over here to 


the side ee we financially cannot pay for it 
The Federal Bureau of Publ ial recognized that question for 
i 
many, 2 ny years to my own ee j It is a situation where 


ve cal only vet relief in my opinion from the Congress. The Federal 
Bureau of Public Roads wants to build more roads; the State highway 
department wants to build more roads. They will pay for those 
roads. And what I am saying, with no offe nse to anybody on earth, 
is that this is a form of subsidy that these utilities are giving to the 
road building program of our country. 

(se itlemen. we are badly pi ched Wea es I iched very badly. 

I appreciate very much the t me you h ave g ive n me, If there are 
any questions I can answer I will humbly alee to answer them. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much Judge Blackard. Are there 
any questions of the judge? 
Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the judge a 


Ir. McGreeor. Congressman Dempsey. 

Mr. Demrpsry. Judge, in your many contacts with the Bureau of 

[I do not sav that with anv offense but it is like asking a child, Do you 

get an impression they were supporting your views on this? 
Mr. Brackxarp. No, sir. Mr. Dempsey, they are not supporting it. 

I do not Say that with any offense but it is h ike asking a child, Do you 


+ 
{ 
] 
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wanta pie ‘e of candy ¢ sure hey wanta piece of eandy. 
Mh DEMPSEY. Did vou g t the impression that the Bureau of Public 
Roads is in svn pathy wit! wl at you st id here today. Judge? 


Mr. Bi \ckARD. To make the survey? I did not catch the question. 
Mr. Dempsey. Did you get the impression from your contacts with 
the Bureau of Public Roads that thev were s ipporting the stand you 
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Mr. Biackarp, That they are supporting me / 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. Buackarp. No,sir. They are not supporting me. 

Mr. Dempsey. They recommended against you last year. 

Mr. BLackarp. Oh, yes. [ have talked with them. 

Mr. Dempsey. I did not know whether you knew that or not. 

Mr. Buackarn. There is no question about that. I have talked to 
them so many times about it. We cannot get any relief from them. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any other questions ? 

(Ne oO response. ) 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Judge. The Chair regrets 
that he did not notice one of our colleagues who is here now. We rec- 
ognize Congressman Bennett of Florida who I understand is going to 
speek in behalf of his own bill. I might say, Congressman, that is 
really a record. You introduced your bill yesterday and got a hear- 
ing this morning. 

Mr. Dempsry. Could we find out what the bill is? 

Mr. Bennerr. Thank you very much. I have copies of the bill here 
if you would like to have them, and also copies of my statement. How- 
ever, I would like to yield to my good friend Mr. Priest now. 

Mr. Priest. Mr. Chairman, I have another witness here who will 
follow Mr. Bennett on your list, Mr. E. C. Yokley from Nashville. 
Since I have to v0 before another committee I wanted to say a word 
about Mr. Yokley before I went, and my colleague from Florida was 
very kind to yield to allow me to say this word. 

Mr. Yokley will appear here today as a representative of the Na- 
tional Instiute of Municipal Law Officers. He hap pens to be vice 
chairman of the committee on municipally owned utilities of the na- 
tional institute. He also is a former city attorney in the city of 
Nashville and served in the legal department of the city for about 14 
years. He will represent also a utility water district that is in my 
congressional district. I am well acquainted with the problem that 
confronts that “atnlepew dys gira 

[ simply wanted to say these words in presenting Mr. Yokley to the 
committee, and I ap prec late the oTrac iousness of my colle: age from Flor- 
ida in yielding this time. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. MceGrecor. Thank ypou very much, Congressman P riest. 

Congressman Bennett, we will ask you to be as brief : as possi ible. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennerr. Thank you, Mr.Chairman. I will be brief. 

Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate the courtesy which you and this 
‘committee have shown me in permitting me to testify before you this 
afte rnoon in favor of adequate statutory provisions re garding reloca- 
tion of utility facilities. My efforts in support of such legislation are 
In cooper ition wit h oftie li als of the CITY of Jacl sonville. 

The ap proac h LO thi s prob lem Vi hic] 1 we of the Jacksonville area 
are advocating is embodied in H. R. 7897, which I introduced yes- 
terday. The first section of this bill hadiellinas “construction” as used 
in the Federal-Aid Highw Ly Act of 1944 to include “relocation and 
readjustment of utility facilities necessitated by the construction or 
reconstruction of the highway.” 
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Section 2 would put nonrailway utilities on an equal basis with 
railroad facilities, with the same limitation as to Federal funds which 
may be used for readjusting and relocating nonrailway utility 
facilities. 

Section 5 (b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 provides a 
formula where railroads reimburse the United States for a small 
amount when it has been established that the railroad has received a 
net benefit from the project. Howeve r, there can be no net benefit 
to nonrailway utility facilities, so this proposed draft leaves the pres- 
ent provisions of law applicable to railway facilities exactly as they 
are, and adds the new provisos applicable alone to nonrailway utility 
facilities. 

Section 3 of the bill makes the bill applicable only to Federal funds 
heretofore or hereafter apportioned to the States. This excludes any 
application of the proposed statute to Federal funds already expended. 

We appreciate the interest in this problem shown by this subcom- 
mittee and itschairman. This is indicated by the inclusion of section 
10 in the chairman’s bill, H. R. 7818, providing for a study of the 
problem. 

We believe the committee’s study of this problem over the last 3 
years and the study now under way by the committee may be found 
by the chairman and the committee to give sufficient foundation for 
concrete action along the lines of H. R. 7897. A convenient way of 
accomplishing this result would be by amending H. R. 7818 to include 
the language of H. R. 7897, perhaps by way of substitution for section 
10, or addition to that section in 7818. I sinc erely hope that this will 
be done. 

The problem in Jacksonville arising out of the construction of the 
Jacksonville Expressway is an illustration of the need for this legis- 
lation. The expressway is part of the Federal-aid system and as 
such has been recognized as a project built to defend our country and 
to facilitate interstate commerce. City officials tell me that the proj- 
ect was well under way before they were advised that these facilities 
would have to be moved, and that the city would have to bear the 
expense of relocation. This is an expense of $114 million to $2 mil- 
lion. This thrusts upon the city the necessity of raising this money 
either by taxes or by increased utility rates. Both alternatives present 
complicated and difficult problems. 

Briefly, there are several reasons why these expenses should be con- 
sidered a part of the construction. First, the cost of alterations to 
railroads is already recognized as a legitimate part of the highway- 
construction costs. There is no logical or ethical reason why discrimi- 
nation should be allowed to continue in favor of the railroads and 
yublie utilities. 
1, the law as it now stands creates an inequity because in 
some States this Federal benefit is available and in others it is not. 
Whatever a State wants to do with its own highway system should 
be left up to the State involved, but a Federal benefit should not be 
withheld from a local utility on the basis of a State’s highway policies. 

anes to allow the present condition to continue places a double 
burden on residents of the localities involved by requiring Federal 
taxation for support of the Federal highway system and also requir- 
ing increased local taxes or utility rates to pay for the Federal func- 
tion of moving the utilities for the Federal highway. 
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Again, I express my appreciation for your allowing me to appear 
and express my views on this subject of great importance to the resi- 
dents of our area. 

I hope these remarks of mine will be made applicable not only to 
the bill I introduced, H. R. 7897, but also to the bill 7818 which is 
the chairman’s bill. I feel actually it would be better if the commit- 
tee should approve my bill that it be incorporated as a seetion or sub- 
section in the bill which has been already introduced, which is an 
embracive piece of legislation. 

Mr. MeGreoor. Thank you very much. Are there any questions of 
the Congressman ? 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGreeor. Yes, Congressman Machrowicz. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. I believe Mr. Bradbury in his testimony sug- 
gested that the cost be limited to 5 percent of the Federal funds. Do 
[ understand your bill calls for 10 percent ? 

Mr. Bennerr. My bill provides the same as it does for the railroads, 
It says: 

Provided further, That not more than 10 per centum of the sums apportioned 
to anv State under the terms of this act for each fiscal year shall be used for 
the relocation and readjustment of such nonrailway utility facilities * * * 

Mine provides for 10 percent. This bill was drawn primarily by 
the city attorney of the largest city which I represent here. I do not 
know whether there would be any great difference of opinion as to 
the 5 percent or 10 percent, but he tells me 10 percent was used or 
included just to put it on the basis of equality with the railroad facility. 

Mr. Mactrrowrcz. In Mr. Bradbury’s testimony he suggested con- 
sent to having this limited to primary roads only and not secondary. 
[ notice no such limitation in your bill. 

Mr. Bennerr. There is no such limitation in my bill. However, 
I would have no great quarrel with that idea. If it is fair to do it with 
the railroads one way though it is fair to do it with the utilities also 
that way. There is no reason for having a distinction. I may say, 
however, in this particular expressway in Jacksonville, I presume the 
railroad costs in that expressway were infinitesimal compared with 
the costs of the city of Jacksonville to move the city utilities which 
were municipally owned. 

If the city were using its own choice they would have chosen a differ- 
ent site from that chosen by the State road department. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any other questions ¢ 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Does this 5 percent apply to the total amount of the 
appropriation as matching funds, or just the amount expended in 
relocating a particular highway ? 

Mr. Bennerr. As I understand it the percentage applies within the 
State. 

Mr. Mack. Five percent of the total amount allowed to the State? 

Mr. Bennetr. I am not the best authority on earth on the subject 
but it is already in the law. 

Mr. Mack. The total amount. 
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Mr. Bennett. I read from the bill I introduced. This is copied 
almost word for word from the existing legislation. It says: 
Provided further, That not more than 10 per centum of the sums apportioned to 
any State under the terms of this Act for each fiscal year shall be used for the 
relocation and readjustment of such nonrailway utility facilities * * * 

That is contained in the existing law with respect to railroads, and 
was carried over in the law I introduced with respect to public 
utilities. If I were personally drawing the law in the first instance 
I think it could be drawn a lot broader. I see no reason to restrict it 
to 10 percent, but it seems to be a pattern established and I went along 
with the law as it istoday. But it does not affect the amount of money 
the Federal Government gives to the States but allows the States to 
apportion it to the utilities when it damages the utilities on the Federal 
road program. 

Mr. Farron. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Fation. Congressman Bennett, the questions I ask here are no 
indication of how I feel about this. 

Mr. Bennett. I well remember you were kind enough to bring a 
subcommittee back from Baltimore to hold one of these hearings, and 
I apprec iated it very muc h. 

Mr. Faxion. I want to get this information. You speak in your 
bill about the connection between the railroads and the utilities. That 
is what I am trying to clear up. When a Federal highway is built 
through any property of a utility company, on the right-of-way, they 
are reimbursed for any damages. They dothesame thing there. The 
only time they ever come in contact with a railroad is when they are 
going through a right-of-way on land that the railroad owns. So, they 
are entit led to damages there. 

Do you know of any instance where a Federal highway was built 
through property owned by a public utility where they have not had 
some recourse to payment being made for the dam: iges ? 

Mr. Benner. I do not know of any case where they built the Fed- 
eral highws ay through the grounds of a public utility installation and 
the Federal Government has not paid for it. 

Mr. Fatton. The only time we have any business with the railroad 
is always when we are encroaching on their property, which is not 
the same in this case. In your bill you are asking for the same treat- 
ment, but it isa differe nt thing e ntirely that is involved. 

Mr. Bennett. I cert: ainly 1 ealize there are reasonings by which you 
could attempt to draw a distinction between the railroads and the 
utilities. And I think ance are some differences between the two. 
But I do think that the public utilities have a right to be in the loca- 
tion where they are, and they have a legal right to be there. And 
this legal right is disturbed at the expense of the public utility which 
costs them substantial sums of money. In the city of Jacksonville it 
affected them to the extent of $114 to $2 million for this one project 
alone. The ci ity would certainly never have picked that spot if they 
had their say about it. Iam told that they would have set it one street 
away and run it down a street more convenient to the city, but which 
was not more convenient to the Federal-aid highway, which was an 
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interstate connection across the Saint Johns River in the northern 
part of Florida. I do not think Jacksonville itself would ever have 
chosen that exact location. 

So, I think when you disturb the right of the utility to maintain 
itself in that location, even though they do not have a deed to the 
land—and I do not know whether they have it or not—but still they 
have a legal right to be there, and when you disturb that you dis turb, 
in my opinion, a proprietary right. 

Mr. Fauion. They have really thereby suffered. 

Mr. Bennerr. I think they have a statutory right. I do think they 
go there by squatting. I think they are : allowed to be there by statute. 

Mr. Fatvon. Thank you. 

Mr. McGreeor. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Scupper. Is there anything in your bill that would discrimi- 
nate between private or public utilities? 

Mr. Bennett. Not a thing in the world. All public utilities. It so 
hs appens the utilities mos tly affec ‘ted in n Ly location are owned by the 
city of Jacksonville, but there is no mention of public utilities in the 
sense of it being municipal utilities rather than privately owned 
utilities, and I see no great reason for drawing such a distinction. 

Mr. McGreeor. Are there any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGrecor. If not, thank you very much, Congressmen Bennett. 

Chairman Donprero. Mr. Chairman, one of our colleagues from 
Michigan is in the committee room, Miss Thompson, from the western 
part of my State. She received a communication today from a city 
superintendent in her area in which he points out that the city of 
Muskegon Heights, a city of 19,000, gets no part of the Federal money, 
while a township with 10,000 popul: ition adjoining that city, shares in 
it 100 percent in Federal money. Miss Thompson would like per- 
mission to ine baits that letter in the record. 

Mr. McGrecor. The Chair is very happy to recognize our colleague, 
Miss Thompson from Michigan. If there is no objection we certainly 
will be glad to incorporate the letter referred to in the hearings. Miss 
Thompson, if you desire to make a statement we will be glad to hear 
from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RUTH THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Miss THompson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have received this 
letter from the city superintendent of one of the cities in my district. 
It came too late for me to write a formal report to the honorable body 
so in the meantime I would like to submit the letter and a number of 
pictures which perhaps illustrate the situation more clearly than 
does the letter I have. 

Mr. McGrecor. It would be impossible to incorporate the pictures, 
but we thank you very much. 

Miss THomrson. Thank you. 

Mr. McGrecor. Without objection the letter may be inserted in 
the record at this point. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


Ciry OF MUSKEGON HEIGHTS, 
Vuskegon Heights, Vich.. I ebruary 11, 1954. 
Hon. RutH THOMPSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DrarR MADAM: Some time ago I wrote you and Representative Dondero, re- 
garding the inequities of the Federal highway law, which provides for special 
treatment for one class of property Owner as against another class of property 
owner, particularly where the land use is identical, except that in one unit the 
municipal corporation is called a city and in the other the municipal corpora- 
tion is called a township. 

I have read, with a great deal of interest, the recent news released from Wash- 
ngton, to the effect that the President was advocating stepping up the amount 
of funds available for Federal-aid highways, and I am very much perturbed 
because I do not find any mention made in these news releases that there will be 
any provision made or recommended to place the property owner in the city on 


the same basis as a suburbanite cousin and it appears that the city property 
owner is still going to have to foot the entire bill for any highway improvements 


on the secondary roads in the city. 

I also note from a news release that Representative J. Harry McGregor, chair- 
man of the House Subcommittee on Roads, predicted that Congress will continue 
the Federal gasoline tax at the present rate. Mr. McGregor also stoutly opposed 


repea 

I with the Representative completely that the gasoline tax should be 
continued and there shou be a Bureau of Federal Roads to act as advisers and 
guides in screening Federal-aid projects and to see that there was a continuity 
in the road system, but again I do not find any reference made to the glaring 
gaps that now exist in secondary road systems where the run is through the 
eities 

1 am enclosing with my letter some pictures taken on Sherman Boulevard west 
of our city limits during the construction of a Federal-aid secondary project. 
This road does not serve any farms, it is strictly a highway to serve residential, 
commercial, and industrial properties, and, in addition, both Norton and Mus- 
kegon Townships, through which this highway proceeds, are both over 5,000 in 
population and if they had a designation of a city they would not have been 
eligible for Federal participation, but because the municipal corporation is a 
township, about $150,000 in Federal money was appropriated and spent on this 
highway However, at Glade Street and Sherman Boulevard, which is our city 
limits, the highway will remain 18 feet wide the majority of the way across the 
city, or roughly a mile and a quarter. 

Why should such a bottleneck exist in a secondary highway and why should 
the city taxpayer have to dig down in his pocket to pay 100 percent of the cost of 
providing a highway that is adequate to handle the volume of traffic that will 
travel eastward from the modern highway constructed with Federal funds? 

As I have said in my letters to you previously, it is this constant siphoning of 
local moneys in Federal and State taxation that has handicapped the highway 
the country 
I would like to have you show Representative McGregor these pictures and 
see if he can find any reason why such type of fund allocation exists at the Fed 
eral level. The type of use being made of Sherman Boulevard in this case is the 





structure ili over 


same in Muskegon Heights as it is in the townships, namely residential, com- 
mercial, and industrial, and yet because of the unreasonable restriction in the 
highway law, the city residents are penalized for living in a municipal corpora- 


tion that has been incorporated as a city and the people that have moved out of 
the city to conduct their various type of businesses or for residential purposes 
xiven a bonus in the form of State and Federal aid on all their second- 
ry } y Wwavs 

Another example, this past summer the city of Muskegon Heights was forced 
to resurface a portion of Broadway, roughly about a mile in length at a cost of 
about $48,000. Broadway, as you know, is another secondary highway. It 


handles all the traffic from the eastern part of the county coming in over the 
Heights-Ravenna Road to work in the various industries lying to the north and 
west of Muskegon Heights and the highways outside our city are built and main- 


tained with weight and gas tax revenues which originated to a large extent 
from the taxpayers in the city, but again in order to maintain an adequate high- 
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way, it was necessary for the local people to pay a special assessment in order to 
take care of this needed repair or improvement and it is well to remember that 
the same property was assessed to build this pavement in 1924. At no time was 
there State, Federal, or county participation in this particular piece of highway, 
and, yet, probably a good 60 or 70 percent of the traffic volume, particularly at 
peak hours, is not local in character. It is intracity and in some cases intra- 
county traffic because a large number of the people traveling over this highway 
come from as far east as Sparta and cone City and Casnovia. 

I would like to suggest that if these rural-minded Representatives hope to pre- 
serve this Federal gasoline tax that some provision be made to treat all property 
owners alike on secondary projects. 

You might show these pictures to Representative Dondero and see if we can 
get some interest on the Public Works Committee for a fair and impartial Federal- 
aid bill on secondary roads and city streets. 

Your help in effecting such a program will be greatly appreciated by all the 
cities and will certainly be a big relief to taxpayers in the cities that are unfortu- 
nate enough to own property on a secondary highway. 

With kind personal regards, I am, 

Yours sincerely, 
R. J. Mites, City Superintendent. 

Mr. McGrecor. The next witness is Mr. E. C. Yokley, National 
Institute of Municipal Law Officers, who was introduced by our 
colleague Congressman Priest. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. YOKLEY, VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
OF PUBLICLY OWNED UTILITIES OF THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE 
OF MUNICIPAL LAW OFFICERS 


Mr. Yoxiry. Thank you, Mr. McGregor. My statement is not a 
lengthy one and I would like ae to read it. I will be very 
brief with it. 

Mr. McGrecor. You may proceed, Mr. Yokley. 

Mr. Yoxutey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is E. C. Yokley. I am engaged in the general practice of law 
in Nashville, Tenn. Prior to June 1951 I served for 14 years in the 
legal department of the city of Nashville, Tenn., holding the position 
as director of that department during 1949, 1950, and 1951. I serve 
as special utility counsel for the First Suburban Water Utility District 
of Davidson County, Tenn., and I am vice chairman of the committee 
on municipally owned utilities of the National Institute of Municipal 
Law Officers. 

It was my pleasure to appear before you on July 8, 1953, represent- 
ing the more than 800 American municipalities which make up the 
membership of the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers. At 
that time I gave te stimony reg: arding the burdensome costs being laid 
upon municipally owned utilities due to the need for relocation and 
readjustment of their facilities on Federal-aid highway projects. I 
outlined the reasons why our organization tellove that costs of relo- 
cating utility facilities should be treated as a part of the construction 
costs on Federal-aid highway projects. 

Today I again appear at the request of our President, A. C. Van 
Soelen, corporation counsel of the city of Seattle, Wash., to let you 
know of the continued interest of our organization in this matter. I 
have no desire to repeat in detail my former statement on this subject 
made last July 8, but would like for it to be treated as a part of the 
record of your hear ings being presently conducted. 
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However, I would like to renew briefly our previous insistencies 
and to aid you, if I am able to do so, by emph: sizing some matters not 
heretofore discussed by me before this subcommittee. 

Utility services can be provided only through rates collected for 
the use of such services. Therefore we must never lose sight of the 
fact that the costs imposed upon a utility in relocating its facilities to 
accommodate Federal-aid highway construction constitutes a burden 
to be borne by the customer. the rate payer . the ut ility user. 

In our cities the problem is felt at the taxpayer level. The average 
citizen and user of municipal services is a much-taxed individual. 
Income taxes, excise taxes, and automobile gas taxes totes a bite out of 
his earning power atl i national level. Payment of gasoline taxes to 


support State high ’ funds is another substantial form of taxation. 
The muni ipal a author it} 1es recos onize this and hesitate to impose higher 
rates of taxation on busin S prope rties and ae Yet municipal 
sources of revenue are constantly dwinding while dem: ands for serv- 


ices by the people continue to nile up. In ane cities the regular 
public services are ‘athens able to 


y 


] 7 . . 
budgeted departments furnisl 


get. thro igh each fiscal year. M iny of these cities are up to the danger 
point in their debt limitations. 

‘| hus, the average city, when contronted with demands to relocate 
its municipal facilities at its sole expense, frequently finds that it 
cannot do so. There are man cities at the present time which are 
faced with a load they cannot bear in the form of demands made to 
relocate such facilities as water mains, sewer pipes, electrical conduits, 
and the like, although such facilities pre sent no eee to a 
normal ordinary street use. But when required to pay relocation 


expense to accomn iodate a Federal-aid project, ho benefit inures to 
the city taxpayer that is not applicable to all who use the highway. 
The hardsl LIp im pos a on Mm ae cities, faced by demands to relocate 
made upon them by State highway de partments and the Bureau of 
Roads, are of such pressing moment that projects are frequently 
paralyzed in important urban areas due to the inability of local gov- 
ernments to foot a bill they would never need to pay but for the con- 
struction of a Federal-aid project. 

The cities cc no great problems over contractual rights in and to 
the use of the streets. They hold the streets in trust for their people. 
They recognize that the public needs all the uses of the street or high- 
way; that in the public interest and to furnish services more eco- 
nomically, the streets must be utilized for the accommodation of 
utility facilities. 

To many cities the problem is no new one. They listen in astonish- 
ment to the argument that the problem of relocating utility and mu- 
nic ipal fac ilities can be handled at the local level by the application 
of State laws and that to relieve the situation by Federal law would 
cause confusion. The real fact is that State laws designed only to 
take care of local problems are being utilized to build interstate high- 
way and burden utility users with a part of the cost that should be 
paid out of Federal funds. 

As Mayor Hartsfield stated to this subcommittee on yesterday, 
these Federal-aid projects can bankrupt some municipalities with the 
demands made upon them to relocate. I have some firsthand know- 
ledge of the accuracy of this forecast. I represent a small nonprofit 
water utility district which serves the southern end of our county. 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 201 


The district has the status of a municipal corporation under the laws 
of our State, A Federal-aid highway project, over twice the width of 
the existing road, cuts right through the middle of the area served 
by this water district. By a specific State statute a right-of-way is 
granted to us to have our waterlines in the right-of-way and no State 
law requires us to move. Yet we are being required to relocate our 
pipes to accommodate this interstate highway. It is going to cost 
nearly $100,000 and we do not know how we can finance it. However, 
the relocation is financed, payment for part of this project to accom- 
modate interstate traflic must be borne by the 5,100 local water sub- 
scribers. They cannot stand it, and it is not fair if they could. 

I have only heard of rare instances where there was any local setup 
or plan whereby municipal or other utilities could han idle these prob- 
lems. And difference in the various State laws and regulations is not, 
in my opinion, an argument against reimbursement or payment of relo- 
cation costs, but rather, an argument for such legislation, for only at 
the Federal le ve ‘| will we ever achieve any un iform or fair treatment of 
the problem. The “let it stake a little longer” attitude of the Associa- 
tion of Highway Officials furnishes no help in the matter at all. 

The organization I re present 1s not a bit impressed with the objec- 
tions that have been raised on the basis of the provisions of State 
laws. We are sometames confused by this situation, particularly in 
those States where there is no law on the statute books requir ing utili 
ties to move. All States have some form of statute requiring rail- 
roads to pay the cost of grade crossing elimination projects; yet by 
contract with the State highway departments the railroads get reim- 
bursement where the law says they must pay while the utilities, not 
required so to do by law, are made to pay if the project is to be under- 
taken. 

[ feel sure many of our member city attorneys will be shocked : 
Mr. du Pont’s statement to this committee on Monday, and I ae 

As you know, it is an entirely new subject that has become increasingly impor- 
tant and it would seem to me it is desirable to evaluate what has become involved 
before the Congress can give it mature consideration. 

Many of our members feel that the Bureau of Roads has been evalu- 
ating the problem for many years. Certainly our organization entered 
wholeheartedly in the cost study made in 12 States last year under the 
leadership of the National Association of Railroad and Utilities Com- 
missioners, which showed that the costs of relocating facilities in the 
States included in the study would be less than 5 percent of the Federal 
funds involved. The exact amount is 4.81 percent. 

We have confidence in that study. Those findings were made avail- 
able to this committee on July 8 of last year. This study was made 
as the result of questions asked the utilities by members of this very 
subcommittee as far back as February 1952. In my own experience 
as legal adviser for Nashville, Tenn., I have had the problem up with 
the Bureau of Roads as far as 10 years back and even then officials 
of the Bureau showed a well-versed familiarity with the problem. 

In line with the cost study which we have made and in which utili- 
ties at all levels and classifications participated, the cities, having 
confidence in that study, can best demonstrate that confidence by in- 
sisting that we are willing to accept a 5-percent ceiling or limitation 
in the bill and further that we will be agreeable to a provision limit- 
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ing aid to projects on Federal aid highways other than rur: al secondary 
r feeder roads. 
"We somehow fail to appreciate the merits of a study as suggested in 
section 10 of H. R. 7818, giving all due diffe ‘rence to the commendable 
interest in our problem by the chairman of this subcommittee. We 
feel that the conduct of suc ha study would produc e little on the sub- 
ject not already known, at least known to the Bureau of Roads and the 
affected utilities. As heretofore stated, the problem is not new, but 


long sti anding. 


We { iil to perceive the advantage ot al study based solely on local 
State laws. They are in hopeless conflict. Kveryone knows that. 
Only congressional action will a uniformity in the treatment 
of the utility relocation — . This is aptly demonstrated in the 


treatment afforded t ht wilt. Many States have laws requiring 


them to pay, but Congress has authorized payment, thus relieving the 
local level conflict. Furthermore, as an administrative procedure the 


Department of Commerce has adopted a regulation, 1.14 (b) under 
Fede ral-Aid Road Act of July 11, 1916, providing that— 

State laws, pursuant to which contributions are imposed on railroads for the 
elimination of hazards at railway-highway crossings shall be held not to apply 


to Federal-aid oe ts. 

That which has solved the problem respecting the railroads would 
also appear to us to be an equital le approach to the full utility reloca- 
tion prob lem. 

No city attorney for whom I speak wants a subsidy for his city. We 
have no desire to improve or to build municipal facilities at Federal 
expense, as some claim, but neither do we want the financial condition 
of inadequately financed cities worsened by an inequitable contribu- 
tion to a program nonlocal in character. 

As ae mun Pare officials close to the home problems of 
our peop le. we appeal to you, our elected representatives. We ear- 
nestly seek your syn satan consideration of our problem. In behalf 
of our organization I thank the chairman ri the committee members 
for your courtesies extended at this hearing 

Incidentally, Mr. McGregor, if you paptait me to at this time, I 
would like to say we know there is a great divergence of views on this. 
We know you mav not altogether see eye to eye with us on some 
phases of this. But speaking for the entire National Institute of 
Municipal Law Officers IT want to thank you for the courtesy you have 
extended to us in this hearing. You have been very kind and we 
appreciate it very much. . 

Mr. McGreoor. Thank you very much. Are there any questions? 

Chairman Donprro. I have just one. 

Mr. McGrecor. Chairman Dondero. 

(Chairman Donprro. It has been proposed to this committee that 
the Bureau of Public Roads be abolished entirely and that the Federal 
Government withdraw from the field of the 2-cents-a-gallon tax on 
gasoline. If that should oceur where would your municipalities appeal 
for funds to clear the atmosp here or pay the bill which you have been 
presenting to this committee now? Where would you get the money? 

Mr. Yoxiry. Mr. Dondero, my answer to that is I am not one of 
those who has suggested that the Federal Bureau of Public Roads be 
abolished. I think it performs a worthwhile function and a good 
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function. I think it has done a treme ndously good job. lam just not 
In agreement with the manner in which it has fixed policy through its 
administrative memorandum in relegating—while we have sometimes 
felt it was not in the proper spirit, of course—relegating to the States 
the right to make factual findings and then letting he question of 
reimbursement devolve on the factual findings because some of tl 
States refuse to make the findings. That has happened in my own 
state. 

The Highway Department of the State of Tennessee would not 
comply with Memorandum 300 of the Bureau of Public Roads. They 
refused to make a factual finding. Instead of making a finding of 
liability which is tied up in litigation, they bring a lawsuit and ask 
the court to make the finding. That has been in court 2 years and 
will probably be there 2 years more. In the meantime, we have a 
project tied up until recently when a temporary injunction went in. 

I mention those things to show the confusion that can come about 
by the attitude that the Bureau of Public Roads has taken. But I am 
not one, I say to you very frankly, who feels the Bureau of Public 
Roads should be abolished. I think it has done a tremendously good 
job in building. 

Chairman Donprro. I agree with you entirely. Your presentation 
stimulates sympathy for your point of view, and yet I have before me 
tod: Ly editorials from one of the great cities of this c ountry condemn- 
ing this committee and the bills the y have before them because the “y 
say the amount we have in this bill is not adequate even to meet the 
needs today. 

I just show you those two points of view that this committee has had 
to contend with. Weare being criticized at this very hour because we 
are not giving enough money, and yet we are taking practically all of 
the 2-cent gasoline tax and sending it back to the States if this bill 
of Mr. McGregor becomes law. It isa greatly increased amount over 
what we have had heretofore, by the amount of $220 million. 

Mr. Yoxwtey. I certainly would not be in sympathy with any such 
editorial. I do not know where it was written but I would not be in 
sympathy with it. 

Chairman Donprro. It comes from the city of Detroit, Mich., which 
was in my district. 

Mr. Yoxtry. But I would say this committee should not be con- 
demned for its efforts to appropriate money to build highways and 
improve the highway system of this country. 

Chairman Donpero. I am 100 percent for that. 

Mr. YoxKuey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. We appreciate your statement. I want to say out 
of the total of 10 witnesses to come before us today we have 7 on the 
subject of utilities, so we are endeavoring to do our best to see that you 
are given a full hearing. 

Mr. Yoxtey. It is very kind of you. 

Mr. McGrecor. You are assured it will be given serious considera- 
tion. Ihave just been handed an amendment by Mr. Scherer of Ohio, 
who has been very interested in this legisl: ation. I know his amend- 
ment is going to receive a lot of consideration in carrying forward 
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the very suggestions you have made along with some previously made. 
The amendment will be inserted in the transcript at this point: 


SUGGESTED AMENDMENT TO H. R. 7818 


Line 3, page 10, delete all of section 10 and insert in lieu thereof the following 
new language: 

“Sec. 10. Section 5 (a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, as amended, 
s hereby amended by changing the period at the end thereof to a colon and by 
adding the following: 
‘*Provided further, That the sums apportioned to any State under the terms of 


this Act for each fiscal vear, not 60 4 xceed 5 per centum, may be used for the 
payment of the cost, exclusive of any betterment, of removal and relocation of 
water, gas, electric, telephone, telegraph, transit, pipeline, or sewer facilities 

essitated by the construction or reconstruction of any highway other than a 
secondary or feeder road outside urban areas.’ ” 

Mr. McGnrecor. Thank you very much. We are going to be faced 
with a rolleall in about 10 minutes. At this time we will continue 
wit! the next witness. Mr. Austin L. Roberts, general solicitor of the 
Nat 0 il Asso ation of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners. After 
we return from the rolleall the next witness will be Mr. Bob 


rlad to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF AUSTIN L. ROBERTS, JR., GENERAL SOLICITOR FOR 
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RAILROAD AND UTILITIES 
COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. Roserts. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 


»] 


pologize for not being here earlier when my name was called, but 
| not know the hearing ha | been moved u ip from 2 o’clock to 1:30 

I believe I can complete my statement in about 10 minutes. 

Mr. McGrecor. You may proceed. 

Mr. Rorerts. My name is Austin L. Roberts, Jr. I am general 
solicitor for the National Association of Railroad and Utilities Com- 
missioners with offices at 7413 New Post Office Building, Washington, 
D. C. Iam appearing this afternoon on behalf of that association 

su p port of the proposal that public utilities should be reimbursed 

it of Federal highway funds for the cost of relocating their facilities 
necessitated by Feder: al-aid highw: Ly projects. 

The association is a voluntary organization embracing within its 
membership the members of the regulatory commissions and boards 
which regulate public utilities and transportation agencies, of the 
several States of the United States and the District of Columbia, with 
the single exception of the Ohio Public Utilities Commission. 

The matter of reimbursement of utilities for relocation expenses 
necessitated by Federal-aid highway projects was first brought to the 
association’s attention following the introduction of S. 2585, 82d 
Congress, by Senator McKellar of Tennessee, and H. R. 6697, 82d 
Congress, by Congressman Davis of Tennessee. These bills were 
referred to the association’s committee on legislation, which is a 
standing committee of the association. 

The committee on legislation considered these bills meritorious and 
recommended to our association a resolution endorsing the prine iples 
expressed therein. At the 1952 annual convention of the association 
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held at Little Rock, Ark., on November 10-13, 1952, a resolution was 
adopted in conformity with the recommendations of the committee 
on legislation. This resolution was reaffirmed at our 1953 annual 
convention held in New York City on September 21-24, 1953. 

That resolution reads as follows: 


RESOLUTION RELATING TO CoST OF RELOCATION OF UTILITY FACILITIES NECESSITATED 
BY FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROJECTS 


Whereas the relocation of piant and facilities as a result of the construction 
or reconstruction of highways and railroad grade crossings in connection with 
improvements of the Federal-aid system of roads is a source of considerable 
expense to regulate utilities other than railroads which ultimately must be 
borne by the users of utility services; and 

Whereas there were introduced in the 82d Congress of the United States 
identical bills, S. 2585 and H. R. 6697, which were designed to authorize payment 
from Federal funds of the cost of relocating facilities of utilities other than 
railroads whether municipally, publicly, or privately owned, where such reloca 
tion is required because of the construction or reconstruction of Federal-aid 
highways: and 

Whereas, pursuant to the provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 


railroads are reimbursed from Iederal funds for the cost of relo ing tl 


££ their 


facilities which are located within highway rights-of-way and which involved 

Federal-aid projects even though State laws may impose a duty on them to make 

contributions toward elimination of railroad rights-of-way crossings: and 
Whereas the Federal-Aid Highway Act does not specifically provide for the 


payment from Federal funds of a 


1y part of the cost of readjusting the facilities 
or utilities other than railroads which are located within highway rights-of-way 
and which are required to be relocated to accommodate Federal-aid highway 
projects ; and 

Whereas since the Federal funds expended for Federal-aid highway purposes 
are derived from taxes levied on the general public, including the non-railroad 
utility user, such users are required to make double contribution toward the 


cost of Federal-aid highway construction; once in taxes and again through pa 
ment of higher rates to cover cost of relocating the nonrailroad utility’s facilities ; 


and 

Whereas in these times of constantly increasing cost and even higher taxes, 
regulatory commissions are especially concerned ove nel 
of utilities that necessitate higher rates to the users of such service: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Association of Railroad and Utilities Comm 
sioners is of the opinion that the existing discrimination against nonrailroad 


reased operating costs 


utilities should be eliminated and that equal treatment should be ccorded 
utilities having facilities involved in Federal-aid highway projects, and 

Resolved further, That the committee on legislation and the legal representa- 
tives of this association are authorized to appear on behalf of the association 
before any committee of Congress at any hearing which may be hereafter held 
upon legislation pertaining to the above matter for the purpose of presenting 
the views of this association. 


1] 
ali 


Mr. McGrecor. The Chair regrets, but that is a rolleall and we wil 
have an intermission of about 30 minutes. 

(Whereupon a recess was had.) 

Mr. McGaecor. The committee will come to order. 

You may proceed, Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. Roverts. One of the statutory duties of the State regulatory 
commissions is the fixing of rates of public utilities. Generally speak- 
ing, these rates are based on the cost to the utility of furnishing the 
service to its customers. In the post-World War IT period, constantly 
increasing costs and higher taxes have necessitated higher rates to 
the user of utility services. The increased cost added by the necessity 
of relocating utility facilities due to Federal-aid highway projects 
is an additional expense which must ultimately be borne by the user 
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of the utility service. Thus, the utility user contributes twice to the 
Federal-aid h ighway projects; once through his proportionate share 
of the Federal taxes and second through the increased rates he must 
pay for the utility service. 


Inasmuch as Federal-aid highway projects are constructed primar- 
ily in the terest of our national defense and of interstate com- 
merce, It 1s only equitable that they be paid for out of general tax 
funds rather than throu ah utility rates. In t] 


1e majority of instances, 
the user of utility service does not benefit by the relocation of facilities 
as he will be receiving the same electric. gas, telephone, or water 
service after the relocation as he was recel\ ine’ prior to the relocation. 
For this reason, it is deemed inequitable to ask the user to pay twice 
toward the highway project; that is, in taxes and in rates, when the 
natural justification for the highway makes it appropriate that the 
complete cost be paid out of taxes. 

The unfairness of placing this cost on the users of utility services 
is particularly evident in the case of small localized utility companies 
who h: ippen to be along the way of an interstate highway. The costs 
of relocation could be and have been a major hardship and burden to 
them. ‘There is no sustification for encumbering a local utility com- 
pany with relocation costs due to construction of a highway that will 
be used to transport interstate commerce through its territory. 

The argument might be raised that the possibility of such reloca- 
tion costs are a condition of which the utility is aware when it ac- 
cepts a franchise or a license to occupy the public right-of-way. How- 
ever, the granting of these licenses and franchises are often premised 
on the desire of the residents of the area for widespread utility service 
and such widespread service is of local value in adding to the growth 
and deve a ee of a community. Therefore, if the burden of cost 
for Federal-aid highw: ay projects is to fall equiti ab ly upon those who 
benefit by them, then the utility costs of relocating facilities should 
be borne by the taxpayers and not be a duplicate burden upon the 
rate paver. 

Section 10 of H. R. 7818 P yrovides for a study by the Secret: iry of 
Commerce in cooperation with the State highway department of the 
problem of utility relocation. Such a study would create an unneces- 
sary delay in arriving at a solution to this problem, at a time when 
increasing highway construction is pli icing a greater burden of cost on 
the ull lity rate payers with each passing year. In initially considering 


this pro ‘blem. the association discovered a lack of information on 
utility cost figures, and upon inquiry of individual utility companies 
and national utility associa itions, agreement wi as reached to cooper: ate 


on a study of these costs. The results of these studies were submitted 
to your Subcommittee on Roads on July 8, 1953, during hearings 
on the national highway study. 

This study showed that the total cost borne by the utility com- 
panies, in the 12 States covered by the study, was 2.34 percent of the 
total cost of construction of the highway projects involved, and 4.81 
percent of the Federal-aid appropriation to such projects. With this 
information before the committee it is felt that informed judgment 
can be exercised on this problem without further delay or study, and 

is hoped that your committee will so act. 

“Tt should also be pointed out that section 10 of H. R. 7818 makes 
particular reference to studying various State statutes relating to 
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this problem. Such information, we feel, is not relevant to action 
by Congress on this matter. State statutes provide, for example, for 
apportionment of costs in eliminating railroad grade crossings. The 
basis of apportionment varies in the several States from requirements 
that the railroads bear the entire cost to instances where the public 
bears the entire cost and the railroad nothing. 

The present provisions of the Federal Aid Highway Act provide 
that railroads be reimbursed from Federal funds for the cost of re- 
locating their facilities which are involved in Federal-aid projects. 
The purpose of this provision was to overcome the requirements of 
State statutes limiting such reimbursement. If Congress were to so 
act now as regards other public utilities, the same effect would be 
accomplished and any existing requirements of State law limiting 
reimbursement to utilities for highw: iy-relocation costs would be im- 
material to the reimbursement from Federal funds where Federal-aid 
projects are involved. 

In closing may I restate that the relocation of utility plant and 
facilities, as a result of the construction or reconstruction of Federal- 
aid highways has become a source of wuaidan able expense to many 
regulated utilities. These relocation costs ultimately must be borne 
by the user of utility services and thus, this matter of necessity is 
of grave concern to the State regulatory commissions. 

We recommend that in the consideration of Federal highway prob- 
lems, positive consideration be given to the inclusion of a provision 
for rermbursement to public utilities for the cost of relocating their 
plant as necessitated by Federal-aid highway projects. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Roberts. Are there any 
questions ? 

Mr. Macurowicz. One question. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Machrowicz. 

Mr. Macurowicz. A point has been raised here previously as to 
whether the other utilities should be given the same treatment as the 
railroads, or whether the railroads were entitled to more consideration 
in this respect. What have you to say to that? 

Mr. Roperts. I do not think there should be any distinction between 
the railroads and the other utilities. The railroads presently are 
reimbursed where their railroad tracks are on public right-of-way. 
There would be no need for a provision in the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act for reimbursement where they are on private right-of-way. 
Where they are on railroad property under condemnation proceedings, 
they would be reimbursed if it was a private right-of-way. 

As mentioned in my canaaiiaies the State statutes provided for the 
railroads to make contributions toward erade elimination. and the 
purpose of the provision in the Federal-Aid Highway Act was to over- 
come those State statutory limitations. 

Chairman Donpero. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Congressman Dondero. 

Chairman Donprro. You would extend the relief you asked for in 
your statement both to public and private utilities ? 

Mr. Rorerts. That is correct. Municipal also. 

Chairman Donpero. Whether it is city owned or privately owned ? 

Mr. Roserts. That is correct. 
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Mr. OaxMan. I would just like to raise this point. You point out 
here that the overall gross cost appears to average around 4.81 percent. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Roserts. That is correct. 

Mr. OakMAN. For the relocation of these utilities. This is to apply 
only to the interstate system ¢ 

Mr. Roegt RTS. ‘| he study we made applied To all Federal-aid proj- 
ects for the period covered by it in 12 States that were taken. It was 
not limited to a particular type of highway for the study. 

Mr. Oakman. Anywhere where Federal-aid was made available? 

Mr. Roserrs. That is correct. And the overall figure for the rela- 
tionsh p of that cost to the Federal-aid appropriation was the 4.81. 

Mr. OakMan. Carrying your-case to its conclusion, if in round 
fioures the cost were to be 5 percent, and if the Federal Government 
were to share on a 50-50 basis as we have historically with the State 
and local governments in highway construction, would it be proper 
then to say that the Federal aid would be limited to 214 percent, or 
if the Congress were to sa here, “To expedite this interstate system 
we are going to put up 60 and only ask for a 40 percent local con- 
tribution” it might be then limited to 3 percent of the Federal 
contribution for this purpose / 

Mr. Rorpertrs. Of course the prov ision which this committee would 
pass on would apply to the Federal funds. 

Mr. Oaxman. Alone. We cannot control the State. 

Mr. Rorerts. That is correct. And to put the other utilities on a 
par with the treatment given the railroads I feel the full relocation 
cost should be covered as in the Case of railroads. 

percent for the rail- 
roads. whether the committee would desire to write in a figure of 5 
percent—al d the indications from our studies are that 5 percent would 


\s to the percentage figure, where it is now 10 


be sufficient—that would be up to the committee. 

Mr. Scupper. The reimbursement for railroads only pertains to the 
primary system, does it not? 

Mr. Ropers. I am not certain of that. I could find out for you. 

Mr. Scupper. I understand that it only applies to the pr mary sys 
tem as far as reimbursement to railroads are concerned. 

Mr. Rorerts. I did not know it was limited, but Iam not certain. I 
will find out the information and furnish it to you. 

Mr. Sccpper. That is all. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. Roperts. Thank you. 

Mr. McGrecor. The Chair anonunced a few moments ago that 
the next witness would be Mr. Reindollar. However I just learned 
Mr. Hagenstein wants to catch a train and will make a brief state- 
ment. The Chair recognizes our distinguished colleague from the 
oreat State of Washineto = Mr. Mack. 

Mr. M ACK, Our next W if ness 18 a longtime friend of mine: a orad 
uate of the University of Washington Forestry School. He has done 


lo g n ¢ practical] way 1n this country and in f< reign countries. 
We regard him in the Pacific Northwest as the best informed man in 
the Nation on timber problems, I am sure we will receive from him 


ome very valuable infor lation. 
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STATEMENT OF W. D. HAGENSTEIN, MANAGING DIRECTOR, INDUS- 
TRIAL FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Hacensrern. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am embarrassed 
a little bit by Mr. Mack’s remarks. However, they are appreciated. 

I am W. D. Hagenstein, managing director, Industrial Forestry 
Association, Portland, Oreg. I am also chairman of a special com- 
mittee on timber access roads of the National Lumber Manufacturers 
Association. 

The Industrial Forestry Association re prese nts the owners of more 
than 7 million acres of forest. They are in the business of producing 
logs and manufacturing lumber, pulp and paper, plywood, shingles, 


and a host of other important wood products. We are managing our 
own forests for permanent operation of our industries. We want to 
see the Federal Government manage its forests likewise. ‘This it 


cannot do without an adequate system of timber access roads. 

Our purpose in appearing before you today is to support section 3 
of H. R. 7818, which is the biennial amendment to the Federal-Aid 
Road Act which authorizes appropriations for forest-development 
roads and trails for the national forests. 

H. R. 7818 calls for an authorization for $22,500,000 for each of 
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1956 and 1957, for forest develop- 
ment roads and trails. It also calls for public advisory hearings to be 
held in every locality where it is proposed to construct or reconstruct 
aa timber access road under the authorization. Both the language 
and the amount of the authorization are the same as enacted in the 
Federal Highw: ay Act of 1952. 

Our organization endorses the provisions of H. R. 7818 as to forest 
deve ‘lopme nt roads and trails and recommends their enactment. 

To point up the need for an adequate ee m of timber access roads 
in the national forests, I would like to cite brie fly from the experience 
in our own region. In western Washington and Oregon, where stands 
a third of all currently merchantable timber in the United States, the 
Federal Government owns more than half. Most of the Government’s 
timber is in virgin old-growth forests. These forests, principally 
overmature, are highly susceptible to insects and disease. Rather 
than growing timber, these forests are losing timber each year due to 
nature’s destructive forces. Without timber access roads these Federal 
forests, in which the people of the United States have invested hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars, cannot contribute to the Nation’s forest 
product needs and economy. 

Despite the fact that the Federal Government is our largest timber 
owner, the privately owned forests which contain 40 percent of the 
region’s timber have been the heaviest contributors to our annual 
timber harvest. Our region provides 25 percent of the total forest 
products needs of the American people each year. As a matter of 
sound forest management the Federal forests are long overdue for 
development and use of their large timber resources. 

To show what a poor record the Federal forests have made in the 
last decade in supplying wood for America’s use, I have here a table 
which shows the log harvest from our region for the 10-year period 
1943 through 1952 
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Mr. Chairman, I would ask respectfully that that table be included 
as a part of my testimony. 

Mr. McGrecor. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The table referred to is as follows:) 


TABLE | Log harvest for Douglas-fir region of western Washington and Oregon, 
1943-52 
( 1 ¢ me 4 
{ 1 bl I ; tal 
19 ~ wi ' 78, OO 89 275, 00 710, 000 
s { 3.9 ) 2.8 100 
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8 7 } 100 
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t 
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} 
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Mr. Hacensrern. The table shows the log harvest from private land, 
national forest, O. and C. lands and public domain lands, Indian lands, 
and State and county lands. The proportionate share from each of 
these classes of ownership is expressed as a percentage. Privately 
owned timber during this busy decade with its high demand for forest 
products provided an average of 81.7 percent of the logs harvested. 

This percentage came from the private forest ownership which has 
Oo! ly $() percent of the region’s timber. This means that only 18.3 per- 
cent of the region’s logs came from public forests which have 60 per- 
cent of the merchantable timber. 

Breaking this down further, the national forests, which contain the 
larger share of the public timber, contributed only 10.6 percent of the 
recion’s timber harvest. 

I have here another table which shows the volume of timber and the 
proportion of the total in each ownership class. 

Mr. Chairman, I would respectfully request that this table be in- 
cluded as part of my statement. 

Mr. McGreecor. Without objection. it is so ordered. 
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(The table referred to is as follows:) 


TABLE II.—Ownership of sawtimber on commercial a" st lands in Douglas-fir 
region of western Washington and Oregon, Jan. 1, 1945+ 


[Million board feet, 1 
' West Total | 
Westerr “~ 
0 W ling Douglas Percentage 
Public 
National forests 112, 814 68, 390 181, 204 41.3 
O.and C_.. 44, 007 44, 007 10.0 
Other Federal 1, 643 4,138 5, 781 1.3 
State, county and municipal-. - 5, 948 24, 794 30, 742 7.( 
Total 164, 412 322 261 1 d. ¢ 
Private 96, 847 RO, 489 117, 33¢ 40. 4 
Grand total 261, 259 177, 811 439, O70 100.0 
1 Latest data available on volume by ownership of commercial forest lands from Pacific Northwest Forest 
and Range Experiment Station, U. S. Forest Service, Portland, Oreg 


Mr. Hacensrein. With half of the region’s forests in public owner- 
ship, it seems to me that putting forestry into the woods on these 
vast properties owned by you and me is our region’s No. 1 eco- 
nomic problem. With half of the 3 million people who live in the 
western halves of Washington and Oregon dependent upon our in- 
dustry for their livelihood and all of the people of the United States 
depe ndent on us for a fourth of the wood that they use each year, the 
national forests must contribute more timber than they are at present. 
This means they must have timber access roads. 

Equally discouraging as the poor contribution of our national for- 
est’s timber harvest . compared to their timber resource is the forestry 
aspect of their incomplete harvest of their “allowable cut.” Allowable 
cut is the forestry determination of how much timber can be harvested 
from a specific forest each year without depleting its timber resource. 
In a virgin forest, where there is no net annual growth, allowable cut 
is calculated by dividing the total volume of timber by the number of 
years which it takes a new crop to grow. 

For example, if a forest’s timber inventory is 10 million board-feet 
and the time it takes to grow a merchantable tree is a hundred years, the 
allowable cut would be a million feet per annum. This would result 
in the conversion of a nongrowing old-growth forest to a growing 
forest which at the end of the rotation would consist of an approxi- 
mately equal area of trees 1, 2, 3, and so on, up to 100 years of age. 
From that time forward instead of determining the allowable cut 
from timber inventory it would be the annual growth. This is the con- 
cept of sustained-yield forestry. 

The important point to make here is that if you do not harvest the 
allowable cut of a virgin forest you have not converted it to a growing 
forest and hence do not increase the timber supply. Allowable cut 
cannot be hoarded. If it is not harvested it is lost to use forever. The 
effect. of this on the Nation’s economy is obvious. 

To show you what this means in a practical example, I have a table 
which shows that in our region the national forests have harvested 
only 60 percent of their allowable cut during the decade ending in 
1952 
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Again, Mr. Chairman, I would respectfully request permission to 
insert this table asa part of my statement. 
Mr. Mc‘ TREGOR. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Che table referred to is as follows:) 


TABLE IIIT innual log harvest and allowable cut for national forests in 


Douglas-fir region of western Washington and Oregon? 
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Mr. H AGENSTEIN, This means the American people, owners of these 
forests, lost nearly 7 billion board-feet of timber forever because it 
was inaccessible. <A billion feet of timber manufactured into lumber 
would build more than 1 0,000 average American homes. It would 
take nearly 45,000 railroad cars to haul it. Therefore, a loss of 7 bil- 
lion feet of Federal timber because there were no roads means a perma- 
nent debit to our national economy of $700 million. Jobs, taxes, 
freight, and useful forest products, were lost just as surely as though 
a great natural catastrophe had destroyed the timber. 

Lack of timber access roads on the national forests poses another 
economic problem. That is, to the extent that the national forests 
cannot harvest their allowable cut, an artificial shortage of timber is 
created. This means in our competitive economy that we have more 
puyers in the marketplace than the supplies can satisfy. Timber 
prices are thereby inflated. Naturally, higher prices for timber on the 
stump are passed on to the consumers of forest products every where. 

Another important reason for an adequate system of timber access 
roads is for salvage of windblown and fire- and insect-killed timber. 
And for billions of feet of dead and dying timber in the national 
forests throughout the West its only use will be the addition of humus 


to our torest soils beeat se we cannotl reach it to salvage the values 


throughout the national forests of the West. In our region alone, 

h-grade old-growth Douglas fir 
neeaing imn ed ate saly we, This timber has all been blown down or 
beetle-killed since 1951. Two years’ delay before timber access roads 
reach this timber will cause serious losses because of rot and secondary 


] 


nsects, We know that with a loss of LO to 15 percent of the volume of 


Billions of feet of timber have been killed in the last 10 years 


there etose To | billion feet of ni 
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these tre ifter t] Vv are K ed means 35 to 40 percent of the value. 
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And when you realize that individual trees in these forests are worth 
as much as $1,000 delivered to the mills, the people of the United 
States who own them are going to lose several million dollars. Timber 
access roads would minimize such losses. 

While I have used the region where I live and work as an example, 
the same story can be told for the entire Western United States, which 
contains most of our national forests. In that area millions upon 
millions of acres of Federal trees are standing unused and are being 
progressively killed and lost to human use because of insects, disease, 
fireand wind. If these forests were actually under management which 
means they must be accessible, they could be contributing sibstantial 
ly to the Nation’s econony. This is as it should be in accordance 
with the policies established by Congress for the management of the 
national forests. 

With our oOTOW ing population demanding more products and jobs, 
it is high time the Federal forests began to contribute their share to 
the Nation’s woodpile. 

The national forests contain 80 million acres of our commercial 
timberland. The Federal Government must decide soon if these lands 
are going to contribute to our economy or whether they shall continue 
to be a luxurious expense to the people of the United States. Without 
timber access roads they will neither be properly managed nor can 
their economic potential be realized. 

It seems to me, as a professional forester, that the people of this 
country who own the national forests acting through you, their board 
of directors, the Congress, must invest sufficient capital in them for 
the practice of forestry or make other arrangements for their opera 
tion and management. It is too big a chunk of America’s forest land 
to go unmanaged because its resources are needed in our economy 
now. 

Please do not construe this suggestion as indk ating’ any desire to 
change our national-forest system. But let us shake off our lethargy 
and indifference to the management of our Federal forests and open 
them up with timber-access roads so they can contribute to the 
economy of their stockholders. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Hagenstein. Are there 
any quest ions by members of the committee ? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. The district I represent in Congress, the Third District 
of Washington, is the second largest timber growing district in the 
United States. The only district which exceeds it in the amount 
of timber is Mr. Ellsworth’s district in Oregon. I hada very interest- 
ing experience in a recent trip into the Gifford Pinchot Forest where 
there are 20 billion feet of timbe1 expo ed to bug infest ition. I was 
informed by the district and division fort sters that 5 billion feet 


of timber in the Western States have been infected by these bugs 
Loggers cut down some of the trees so that I might see what was 

happening, and I could see that in a period of 3 or 4 years on third 

( f the outer portion of the trees h ic been destr« ved by th se bugs. 
I was told by the district forester if the Forest Service had addi 


tional money with which to provide roads and a little additional money 
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with which to employ personnel to process timber sales they could 
save for the Federal Government about $8 for ever y dollar expended. 

Mr. Fation. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Fatton. How much was appropriated in the last Federal-aid 
highway bill? 

Mr. Mac K. This committee authorized $45 million for the 2 year 
period but the Congress only appropriated during 2 years $25 million. 

Mr. Fatton. Don’t you think we have shown our benevolence in the 
past and sympathetically understand your problem ? 

Mr. Mack. That is correct. The proof is western Congressmen 
went before the Appropriations Committee the other d: Ly and told 
them the $10 million they propose for this year is ati ‘ly inadequate. 

Mr. Fatton. We deeply sympathize with you and gave you most 
everything you asked for. 

Mr. Mack. That is right. This committee has done its part. 

Mr. Fauuon. So I think if yon save all of that testimony for another 
committee you might do much better 

Mr. Scupper. My district comes pretty close to Mr. Mack’s district 
in the production of lumber. 

Last year I received word from the Department of Agriculture that 
in 5 counties—3 in northern California and 2 southern Oregon coun- 
ties—there were being wasted some $850,000 of Federal-owned timber 
every year because of underharvesting. So I believe this is a step in 
the right direction. At least we are doing our part. But as my col- 
league, Mr. Fallon, says our big project is to try to convince the 
Appropriations Committee that money should be appropriated to 
carry out the project we authorize. 

Mr. McGreeor. Are there any other questions of the witness? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGreeor. Thank you very much, Mr. Hagenstein. 

Mr. Haaenstern. Thank you. 

Mr. McGrecor. The next witness I am sure needs no introduction. 
He is Bob Reindollar, president of the American Road Builders Asso- 
ciation. President Bob, I want to say as chairman—: ind J think I 
speak for the entire committee—that we greatly ap pre iate the work 
you have done in helping us draft legislation and in giving us your 
time along with the assistance we’ve received coe our good friend 
Burt Miller back there, Tom Keefe, and General Re ybold. You have 
been very cooperative and I assure you we appreciate it very much. 
I might also add we miss the presence of Tom Keefe, whom we all 
hope and pray will soon be in his usual 00 xd he er 


Mr. Fatiton. By way of introduction, Mr. irman, could I say 
a I think Mr. Reindollar has had ar ai gee ce as any man 
vho has appeared be a this committee on tl his subject. He has spent 
his whol e lifeti me 1n e buildi ng, construction, and fina1 cing of roads 


and was avery ‘listine ol iin a chairman of the State Roads Commission 
of the State of Mary land, the State I come from, and also happens to 
be a constituent, living in my district. 

Chairman Donpero. Mr. Chairman, I want to confirm everything 
you say about Mr. Reindollar, and besides being eve rythi ung my friend 


from M: iryland has said about him I think I want to add just one more 
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thing, and that is this: You have been building roads and financing 
roads. I am sure in the interim, somewhere along the line, you have 
taken a course in diplomacy. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Reindollar. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. REINDOLLAR, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
ROAD BUILDERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rernpoitiar. Congressman Dondero, Congressman McGregor, 
and members of the committee, I would like for the sake of the 
record also to say that in addition to being president of the American 
Road Builders Association I am associated with a firm of Harrisburg 
engineers who are doing an extensive amount of highway work in 
connection with mi jor highways, and also on financing new projects 
on highways. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a pleasure to 
appear again before your committee in my capacity as president of the 
American Road Builders Association. 

I address myself particularly to Chairman McGregor’s bill, but 
that does not mean, Mr. Chairman, that our association has not care- 
fully noted and analyzed the other bills under consideration by your 
subcommittee. In fact, we have found some very forward-looking 
provisions in these other bills and we know you will give them every 
consideration. 

But, as seems appropriate, with specific reference to H. R. 7818, now 
under active consideration, let us look at section 1. It provides $270 
million for primary, $180 million for secondary, and $150 million for 
urban highways, in Federal aid, for fiscal years 1956 and 1957, appor- 
tioned among the States in the same manner as now provided by law. 

Section 2 provides $200 million each year for the national system of 
interstate highways, to be apportioned among the States on the basis 
of 50 percent according to the regular Federal-aid primary highway 
system formula—one-third area, one-third population, and one-third 
road mileage—and 50 percent on the ratio of the population in each 
State to total population. 

We are submitting for purposes of comparison a table in which is 
indicated by percentages the apportionment which would go to each 
State on the basis of one-third area, one-third population, and one- 
third mileage, and on a straight population basis, compared with the 
relative cost of needed improvements in each State. This shows that 
the percentage arrived at on a population basis follows closely the 
actual requirements and would probably assure more even progress in 
most States commensurate with needs. In view of this it is apparent 
that the population method provides a more generally suitable dis- 
tribution of these funds. 

Mr. McGregor. Without objection, the table will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 
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(The table referred to is as follows :) 


Table showing approrimate apportionment, by percentages, of distribution of 
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Mr. Rernpotiar. With further reference to the provision for a 
6-month period of availability of interstate funds, it would appear 
that the law, as now written, should serve satisfactorily. We do not 
ee why the proposed 6-month period of availability should not be 
extended to conform to requirements provided for investment of funds 


other Federal-aid systems. 
Mr. Chairman, we commend your committee on the t} oughtful study 
and consideration it has fiven to an increase in authorizations for 
Fede aid to lmprove the Nation’s highways. Nonetheless, and 


with greatest respect, our association believes that unless authoriza- 
tions in this bill are augmented substantially, funds provided there- 
under will prove inadequate to do the job we all know must be done. 
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Based on the estimate of $35 bilhon needed to correct existing de- 
ficiencies in the Fede ral-aid system of highw: ays, alone, it would re 
quire an expenditure of $: 3.5 billion annually to bring these highways 
up to minimum tolerable sti andards in a period of 10 years. 

When re prese ntatives of this association testified before your sub- 
committee last July, we recommended that a thorough investigation 
be conducted of the adequacy of the Nation’s roads, together with a 
concurrent, comprehensive study of ways and means of financing 
the determined requirements and the feasibility of establishing a lO 
year program to correct these deficiencies. 

Mr. Chairman, we still think that is a sound way to tackle this com- 
plex and frustrating problem. We reiterate our recommendation. 

During these hearings, Mr. Johnson, president of the American 
Association of State Highway Officials, testified that the deficiencies 
on the Federal-aid system of highways alone, as of January 1, 1950, 
amounted to $29,200 million. On January 1, 1952, this deficiency 
was $32 billion, and on November 1, 1953, it had increased to $35 bil- 
lion, the most current figure that I quoted a moment ago. 

Now, this estimated deficiency means that at least 64 percent of the 
673,000 miles of the Federal-aid system alone is substandard for the 
safe and efficient movement of the traffic imposed upon the system. 
In terms of dollars needed to correct deficiencies, this represents an 
increase of $5,700 million, between January 1, 1950, and last Novem 
ber. This, Mr. Chairman, despite the fact that we spent $3,600 mil 
lion during this same period for improvements to the Federal-aid 
system. In fact, during this same period a total of $7,761 million was 
spent by all State highway departments for capital improvements. 

Obviously we keep slip ping behind and, if we slip too much, we may 
do grave injury to the Nation’s most sensitive economic nerve that 

responds to the stimulus of rapid and efficient transportation and 
communication. 


H. R. 7818 authorizes an increase in Federal expenditures for im- 
provement of the Federal-aid highw: ay system of $225 million annual- 
ly for the fiscal years 1956 and 1957. This, when matched by the 


States on a 50-50 basis, will make $450 million more available for new 
construction and improvements. Last year, at latest estimates, there 
was an expenditure of about $314 billion on new construction on all 
highways at all levels of Government in the United States. If this 
same rate of expenditure is maintained, plus the increases and liberali 
zations provided by H. R. 7818, the resulting public investment in 
new construction would still not exceed $4 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, you are familiar with the recent economic reports 
submitted by the President, from which I quote only three sentences. 
He said: 

It has been estimated that an annual expenditure of $3.5 billion would be 
required for 10 years to eliminate the existing backlog for federally aided systems 
and another $1 to $2 billion for other roads and streets. In the meantime, many 
roads now adequate would need to be improved as traffic increased, or rebuilt 
because of normal wear, adding over $1.5 billion of construction annually while 
maintenance costs would average another $1.7 billion. Thus the total annual 
expenditure required to provide an adequate road system within a decade is 
apparently over $8 billion, which compares with a current outlay of about $5 
billion. 

You understand, of course, that whe *n the President speaks of a cur- 
rent outlay for highways of about $5 billion, he is including the esti- 
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mated $31, billion that we assigned a few moments ago to new con- 
struction. He has, properly, included in addition charges for 
maintenance, administration, debt service, and other inescapable costs. 

Given proper impetus and encouragement, including expanded ra- 
tional and reasonable Federal assistance and continued active coopera- 
tion of the Bureau of Public Roads, there is every reason to believe that 
the rate of investment by State and local governments in better roads, 
in many areas, will continue to m: aterially increase. I know, for ex- 
ample, that right now California, Ohio, Massachusetts, and Ms aryland 
are going ahead, under definite authorizations, with long-range and 
expensive plans for highway improvement. Nearly half of the States 
have toll roads, have set up toll-road authorities, or are in the midst 
of studies on the advisability of such facilities. 

It seems to our association that H. R. 7818 is correct in resubscrib- 
ing, = philosophy, to the Federal-State cooperative arrangement that 
has been repeatedly adopted by Congress since 1916. The Federal- 
State cooperative philosophy in matching funds, on a reasonable basis, 
to provide good roads for all the people in all the States under all 
conditions is fundamentally sound. With the Nation’s defense, the 
general welfare, and hard-headed economics so boldly in the picture, 
it is time to face realities. 

Mr. Chairman, you have a baffling problem to solve. If our asso- 
ciation can help in any way in supplying you with additional infor- 
mation, we shall be only too glad to do so. If you or your colleagues 
have any question, I will try my best to answer them. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, President Reindollar. 

As I stated before, you and your group have always been very co- 
operative. Are there any questions! You can see how much we like 
you, Bob, we have no questions. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Retnpotiar. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McGrecor. The next witness is Mr. Edward Falck, of the 
Kansas City Power & Light Co., who I believe has a brief statement 
to submit to the committee. Is that right? 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD FALCK, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE 
KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT CO. 


Mr. Fautck. Yes,sir. It will take me about 5 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. You may proceed. 

Mr. Fanck. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Edward 
Falck. Iam a consulting engineer, with offices at 1625 I Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. I am appearing before your committee today on 
behalf of the Kansas City Power & Light Co., a public utility which 
generates, transmits, and distributes electricity in Kansas City, Mo., 
and environs. This company maintains an extensive and complex 
system of underground and overhead electric transmission and dis- 
tribution facilities that are located under. over, and upon the public 
streets and State and Federal highways in its service area. 

In recent years the construction of improved highways, expressways, 
traffieways, and freeways, under the terms of the Federal-Aid High- 
way Act of 1944, as amended, has re quired the company to remove and 
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relocate large parts of its transmission and distribution facilities at 
relatively tremendous cost. The company has had to bear the entire 
cost of such removals, relocations. and abandonments. Relocation 
costs become a part of the total cost of service for ratemaking pur 
poses and are ultimately borne by the electric consuming public. 
The Federal Bureau of Publie Roads, in con junction with the State 
of Missouri on av Department and the City Planning Commission 


of Kansas City, Mo., has recently issued a 166-page brochure complete 
vith maps ak diagrams showing the projections of expressways in 
the greater Kansas City area planned for the period 1953-70. Thess 


propos ec expresswWi avs will nneien the dislocation of a tremendous 
quantity of installed utility facilities. While the plans are not com 
pletely detailed, it is already plain that Kansas City Power & Light 
Co. will be required to spend substantial sums for removals and reloea 
tions of its facilities in almost every section of greater Kansas City 
in order to accommodate these future highway plans, unless some pro 
vision for reimbursement is adopted. 

Kansas City Power & Light Co. feels that it is unfair to impose 
Npon it the entire burden of relocations and removals of facilities. 
Under present law railroads are reimbursed for relocation costs in 
curred in connection with Federal-aid highway projects designed to 
eliminate hazards of railway-highway crossings. Certainly there 
seems no valid reason why utilities should be treated differently from 
railroads. 

On behalf of Kansas City Power & Light Co. I earnestly recommend 
to your committee that a provision be inc bade in the bill that you are 
considering to authorize reimbursement. to public utility companies of 
the cost incurred by them for the relocation of electric utility facilities 
that is necessitated by Federal-aid highway projects. Such a reim 
bursement provision might provide an incentive for choosing super- 
highway routes that would minimize the number, extent, and cost of 
relocation of utility facilities. In some instances that have come to 
our attention a change of route of only 1 or 2 blocks would have re 
sulted in a material reduction in the size and cost of the utility relo- 
cation job. 

For example, in Kansas, if the expressway had been made overhead 
rather than a depressed throughway, there would have been practically 
no cost of relocation. As they finally designed the project its cost. ran 
about $1 million to the Kansas City company. 

Taking into consideration all of these costs, including the costs 
of necessary relocation of utility facilities, would be helpful in arriy 
ing at the most economic solution from an overall standpoint. Fur 
thermore, we feel that there is no reason why utility consumers should 
pay twice—once through the Federal gasoline and utility taxes that 
they pay, and a second time through their utility rates for a portion 
of the cost of Federal highway improvements. It would be more 
equitable, in our opinion, if the burden of Federal highway improve 
ments fell on the Federal taxpayers in the country as a whole rather 
than upon the utility rate payer who, by the accident of geographic 
location, is supplied from a utility system whose facilities are neces- 
sarily dislocated by a Federal] superhighway project. 

I would like to comment briefly on section 10 of H. R. 7818, which 
would direct the Secretary of Commerce to cooperate with the State 
highway departments ina study of the problems posed by necessary 
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relocation of facilities of public utilities resulting from Federal-aid 
highway improvements. We believe that this proposed study is not 
necessary because we already know that there is a great deal of varia- 
tion and diversity in the provisions of State statutes regarding reim- 
bursement of the costs incurred by utilities by reason of necessary 
relocations. 

The hearings conducted by your committee have been most thorough. 
Finally, with | respect to the question of estimated costs that would be 
involved in a reimbursement. provision, it is my understanding that 
such a study has already been completed as a result of a request made 
by the National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners 
and has been submitted to your committee. You heard all about that 
story from Mr. Roberts earlier this afternoon. 

This study, based upon actual experience in a dozen representative 
States, shows that the cost of relocating utility facilities to accom- 
modate Federal-aid road improvements amounted to less than 5 per- 
cent of the Federal-aid appropriation. In any event, a percentage 
limitation on the maximum amount of Federal-aid appropriation to 
be used for reimbursing utilities could be written into the bill. There 
is such a provision in the Federal-Aid Highway Act with respect to 
the amount of Federal funds which can be used for railroad relocation 
costs. 

Because of the enlarged scope of the highway improvement program 
which is definitely in the interest of national defense and the general 
public, it is only natural to assume that the expenses incurred for 
relocation purposes will be greater because of this increased activity 
in the highway program. 

It seems to me that since the original enactment of the Federal 
Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838, Public Law 521 and Public Law 
113, passed in the 82d Congress), sufficient studies have been made to 
enable Congress to arrive at legislation which would remedy this 
situation as well as remove the inequities. The cost for this reloca- 
tion should be considered as much a part of the construction cost 
as anv other cost. 

At that point T would like to reemphasize if the cost of the utitity 
relocation is included as part of the project cost, I am sure there 
will be much less relocation and the cost of it will decline considerably 
from that experience as shown in the study I have referred to. 

Congress has long recognized that the cost of relocating railroad 
facilities is part of the construction cost of a Federal-aid project for 
which reimbursement from Federal funds is appropriate. All that 
we are attempting to do is remove these inequities and ask that all 
utilities be treated alike. 

I wish to thank you very much for your courtesy in permitting me to 
submit this statement. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Falck. Are there any 
questions ¢ 

( No response. ) 

Mr. McGreoor. If not, thank you very much, Mr. Falck, for your 
statement, 

Mr. Faucr. Thank you. 

Mr. McGrecor We have about two more witnesses. The next 
is Mr. L. B. Richards, of the American Gas Association. 

Mr. Richards, we are glad to hear from you. 


tw 
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STATEMENT OF L. B. RICHARDS, VICE PRESIDENT, UNITED GAS 
IMPROVEMENT CO. 


Mr. Ricuarps. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Leonard B. Richards. I live at 135 South 24th Street, Camp 
Hill, Pa. Iam vice president of the United Gas Improvement Co. and 
am in charge of the Harrisbure Gas Division of that company operat- 
ing in the counties of Dauphin, Cumberland and Lebanon, together 
with some relatively small areas in York and Lancaster counties. 
While I am a director of the American Gas Association, I am here 
today only on behalf of my own company. 

[ would like to straighten out that point since it was improperly 
sted on your age nda. I ami representing the U nited (ras [Improve 
nt Co. 

[ am, however, familiar with the effect of Federal aid highway 
projects on the gas companies of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Last year, your committee held he: aring’s as part of your national 
highway study. A table of data relating to utility relocation costs 
in connection with Federal-aid projects Was presented at those hearings 
and appears in the published record on page 142. That, of course, has 
been referred to several times today. 

The table is entitled, “Study of highway construction costs and costs 
of rearranging publicly and privately owned utility plant to accom 
modate Federal-aid road aerate 

I undertook to gather the required information for that study from 
all the gas Ts in Pennsylvania. The period covered by our 
study was July 1, 1951 to June 30, 1952. During this period, thi 
were 45 Federal- ig projects with a total cost in excess of $30 million. 
That, of course, is in the State of Pennsylvania. Only 6 . these 
projects actually affected 5 gas companies, The total cost of these 
® companies of relocation, exclusive of betterments, was $95,702. 
This amounts to only three-tenths of 1 percent of the total cost of 
the highway work. 

We find, however, that the impact of this cost was spread in a highly 
inequitable manner over the gas companies in the Commonwealth. 
As I pointed out, only five companies bore the burnt of that par 
ticular year’s work. My own company which, outside of the Phil 
adelphia area, has approximately 216,000 customers, had an expense 
for relocating facilities of S38.225 arising from the subject projects. 

Another company, the North Penn Gas Co., with only about 12,000 
customers, had to bear an expense of $56,000, which is more than half 
of that borne by the entire gas industry in Pennsylvania. The 
are Chunk Gas Co., an extremely small company in the Lehigh 

Valley, serving only 900 customers, had a relocation cost of $5,342 
and is now facing more of the same type of expense on further work 
through its town. I might observe parenthetically that is a pretty 
severe impact on an oper: ation of that kind. 

My sole purpose in reciting these figures is to point out that the 
investors and the rate payers in some of these areas are paying an 
excessive share of the cost of improving the trunk highways which 
have been vested with an national interest to the extent of receiving 
Federal aid. There is no doubt that these same principles apply to 
all utilities with the same kind of inequities prevailing from time to 
time. After all, it is the rate pavers who have to meet all of the 


le 
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long-run cost of operating a utility business, if the business is to 
continue to serve them. 

In reviewing the record of last year’s hearing I see that others 
have the same problems. On page 498 I call the committee’s atten- 
tion to the hardship imposed on the Syracuse Suburban Gas Co., Inc., 
of East Syracuse, N. Y. Because of the need for relocating gas 
facilities on a Federal-aid highway project, this small company in 
a short space of time had to spend a sum equal to about 11 percent 
of its fixed capital. This sarge added investment added nothing 
to the company’s earnings, but will in years to come be an extra burden 

)f cost on the service paid for by the customers in that area. 

H. R. 7818 in section 10 provides for further study looking toward 
an ultimate solution of this problem. It is my feeling that with 
proper reesrvations as to betterments, and limitation on the amount 
of relocation costs to be paid on Federal-aid projects, there is no 
reason to delay the equitable relief which we are seeking. 

Thank you for permitting me to appear before your committee, 
gentlemen. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Richards. Are there 
any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGrecor. If not, thank you very much. The next witness 
is Mr. S. G. Tipton, general counsel of the Air Transport Associa- 
tion of America. 


STATEMENT OF S. G. TIPTON, GENERAL COUNSEL, AIR TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


Mr. Treron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is S. G. Tipton. I am general counsel of the Air Transport 
Association of America, the trade association of the scheduled, United 
States flag airlines. Our members include substantially all of the air 
lines certificated by the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

H. R. 7818 presents the airlines with a problem which I would like 
to discuss with the committee. 

It is my understanding that one of the pr ine ipal purposes of this 
bill is to close the present large gap between Federal appropriations 
for highway purposes, and revenues to the Federal Government from 
the Federal gasoline tax on highway users. Mr. McGregor has 
pointed out, in a press release, that the bill “is designed to answer the 
complaints of taxpayers, and of the governors of many States, that 
gasoline tax revenues are being diverted in substantial part to pur- 
poses other than roadbuilding.” ‘The expenditures authorized by 
the bill would absorb practically all of the gasoline tax revenues. 

Equating Federal expenditures for highway purposes with revenue 
to the Federal Government from the gasoline tax on highway users, 
seems to us to be a sound proposal. However, we do not believe tha 
it is the intention of this committee, in determining the amount to be 
appropriated by the Congress for highway purposes, to take into ac- 
count taxes paid on aviation gasoline. 

The airline fleet, of course, does not use the highways. When the 
aircraft are in the air they fly on the Federal airways. When the 
aircraft are not airborne, they are atl airports, for the use of which 
the airlines pay landing fees and hangar rentals. 
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As committee members may know, the Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
tration of the Department of Commerce has recently submitted to the 
Congress a study entitled “A Program of Charges for the Use of the 
Federal Airways System.” In that report the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration concluded that domestic civil aviation has now reached 
the level of economic maturity at which it can begin to make a rea- 
sonable contribution toward the annual costs of the Federal airway 
system. 

The Air Transport Association studied this problem carefully for 
a number of years. We have concluded that the Federal gasoline 
tax paid by the airlines, which in 1954 will amount to about $16 mil- 
lion, covers their fair share of the cost of the Federal airways sys- 
tem. It is their payment for the use of that system. It should not 
he taken into account in establishing the amount Congress appro- 
priates for highways. 

In order to avoid considering the taxes paid on aviation gasoline, 
in connection with the Federal highway program, the amount of Fed- 
eral excise tax collected each year from the sale of such gasoline 
should be identified. This information can be gathered by the In- 
ternal Revenue Service on the basis of information returns filed by 
the refiners. Aviation gasoline is differentiated from gasoline used 
for highway purposes by reason of its higher octane rating. 

I have with me a suggested draft of an amendment which I should 
like to file with the clerk of the committee. The effect of the amend- 
ment would be to require the Secretary of the Treasury to certify to the 
Secretary of Commerce, the amount of Federal excise tax collected 
each fiscal year on the sale of aviation gasoline. 

We urge the committee to approve this amendment. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Tipton. Are there any 
questions by members of the committee ? 

Chairman Donpero. I have a brief question. Mr. Tipton, what 
would you do with the $16 million if that was to be identified as you 
suggest ? 

Mr. Treron. That would identify the amount paid in Federal gaso- 
line tax for the payment for the airways system that the airlines use 
rather than for the highways system. It would identify the amount 
paid for airways as distinguished from the amount paid for the high- 
ways. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Tipton, you know we are not going to appropriate 
all of the money that is collected in gasoline taxes in the next 2 years. 

Mr. Treron. That I understand. 

Mr. Fation. There will be a difference of something like $300 mil- 
lion. 

Mr. Tieton. That I understand, Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Dempesry. Would you mind telling me who you would expect to 
build the roads to the airport? I have never known of an airport yet 
where the airlines did not cry their eyes out about good roads to the 
airport, and there is not sufficient traffic on the roads to pay for the 
construction. Do you not think you should bear any part of that 
cost ? 

Mr. Treron. We should bear the cost. The airlines and their truck- 
ers and limousine operators should pay the cost of moving the pas- 
sengers and freight from the downtown areas and to them. 








294 FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Mr. Dempsey. Just the passengers and freight ? ¢ 

Mr. Treron. To the airport, and that is the respect in which the 
traffic of the airlines moves over the highw: ays. Then when it reaches 
the air port it moves over another system of interstate communic ation, 
which 1s the airways, for which the aviation gasoline tax should pay. 

Mr. Faution. Mr. T ipton, as I understand your statement your or 
ganization wants to have it identified as paying $16 million in gasoline 
taxes this year, Is that right ( 

Mr. Treron. We want the aviation gasoline tax identified as a tax 
paid with respect to aviation gasoline. On the basis of our own meat 
we know how much tax the airlines pay and our spat here was te 
identify the aviation gasoline tax from the highway tax in order that 
the aviation gasoline tax could be regarded in its proper light as a pay 
ment for the Federal airways. 

Mr. Dempsey. But the highway is built especially for the airport, 
and you say you would be willing to pay for the number of passengers 
or trucks that went over it. They are not usually very congested 
highw: LVS, but how could you get alone without them ? 

Mr. Tieron. We could no more get along without highways that go 
past airports than could the railroads vet along without streets that 
go to the station. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is right. 

[r. Trpron. But the highway from the town to the airport is also, 
in all the cases I know of—and I have traveled into most of the air 
ports In the country an interstate htghway that moves traffic not 
on to the an port but also to the surrounding towns. There are, ot 
course, going off the highways, access roads to the airport which are 
part of the airport, and for which we should pay. 

Mr. Demrsry. | know airports are on the interstate highway system. 
They are on the primary system usually. The airport is not built 
on the main system, but off the system. In my State of New Mexico 
[ do not recall how many roads there are, but there was nobody more 
alert to the desirability and the need of roads than the airlines people. 
And you feel because your planes travel in the air and not on the road, 
that there should be no recognition given to the fact that the people 
travel over the road to go to the airport to get in your planes ¢ 

Mr. Treron. I think all businessmen in the United States are inter 
ested in highways, whether they run a factory off the highway or 
whether they have a store on the highway, or as I indicated before, 
whether it is a station on a city street. We are all interested in those 
trucks. But no proposal has been made that a manufacturer who has 

i factory near a highway should pay a spec ial tax because that high- 
way goes past his factory. That is the position of the airline. We 
do not use the highways as such. 

Mr. Dempsey. He just pays the gasoline tax. 

Mr. Treron. He pays the gasoline tax. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is right. 

Mr. Tieron. On the vehicles that move from his factory to where 
he wants to go. 

Mr. Dempsey. You mean you are using a higher octane gas than 
automobiles. 

Mr. Tirron. That distinguishes aviation gasoline from motor fuel 


gas. 
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Mr. Dempsey. What is the difference in cost between Ethyl and 
high octane ¢ 

Mr. Treron. Oh, 1 or 2 or 3 cents a gallon. I had better not an 
swer that because I am not sure. 

Mr. Demesry. That is very insignificant, because the ordinary gas 
or Ethyl would be about 30 cents a gallon. 

Mr. Tipron. Possibly I missed your point, Mr. Dempsey. It seemed 
to me that the airlines in the major part of their business fly all over 
the United States and they do not use the highways any more than a 


manufacturer of overshoes uses the highways. They use the airways. 
The manufacturer of overshoes has his trucks that move his product 
into town. Those trucks use gasoline on the highways and they pay 


thatamount. We have trucks that move freight to the airport. 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes 

Mr. Treron. And our passengers to the wirport: and they pay the 
reou lar gasoline tax for the fuel. 

Mr. Dempsey. But my point is there is not sufficient use of it to 
justify the building of the road. I am strongly in favor and I have 
always been in favor of helping the airlines through subsidies and 
what not. But I dishke having you fellows come in here and feel 
you should make no contribution to the very thing that keeps your 
business alive, and that is highways. 

Mr. Tirpron. I am surely not getting my point across. We think, 
however, like any business 

Mr. Dempsey. Your point is you do not want to pay any highway 
tax. 

Mr. Treron. We do not want to pay any highway tax except for the 
use of the highways. 

Mr. Dempsey. But you want the highways. 

Mr. Tipron. Certainly we want the highway, and we want to pay 
for the use of it. 

Mr. Dempsey. Who do you think should pay for it? Anybody ? 

Mr. Treron. But the aviation gasoline we use is used on the airways, 
and not the highways. 

Mr. Demesry. I understand that. But there is no group more de- 
manding of highways than are the airlines. Is that true? 

Mr. Tirron. I do not believe I can share that. 

Mr. Dempsey. You know the airlines officials 7 

Mr. Tipron. Yes. I know them all very well. 

Mr. Dempsey. They are always on the “take” end aren’t they 4 

Mr. Tieton. When you say the air ee are demanding—— 

Mr. Dempsry. Many of those officials are friends of mine. That is 
why I know them all so well. And aan always want roads—and 
good ones—every place that has an airport. 

Mr. TIPron. The only roads I have ever seen—and there may be 
some exceptions in the country because I am sure I have not seen all 
of them—but they are roads that move from one city to another city. 
The airport is located on one of those roads. Access roads go in to 
the airport, but the road is not built solely because the airport is there. 
Many times the airport is built there because the road is there. 

As you say we are interested in good highways just like any business- 
man is interested in good highways. 

Mr. Dempsey. Mr. M: .chrowicz. I have finished. 

Mr. McGrecGor. Congressman Watts. 
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Mr. Warts. Mr. Tipton, you are not asking that the gas tax be 
repealed by your action here, are you? 

Mr. Treron. Oh, no. 

Mr. Warts. You are merely asking that a memorandum be made 
to specify the amount of money that is received on the gasoline tax 
used by airlines. 

Mr. Treron. Exactly. 

Mr. Warrs. Is that in any way tied in with the thought on your 
part, or on the part of the people Hien you represent, that under 
this report that is submitted that you are probably going to be charged 
some more money for the use of the Federal airways system, and 
you want to point out to the Members of the Congress and the public 
that you are already making a substantial contribution in the form 
of the tax on gasoline ? 

Mr. Treron. That is a very good statement of the position we are 
taking. That the aviation gasoline is a payment for the airways, and 
we would like to have that identified. 

The second purpose is that it should not be identified with the 
highway gasoline in the utilization of that amount of funds. 

Mr. Warrs. Then your main purpose is to call attention to the fact 
that you are already making a substantial contribution to the Federal 
Treasury ¢ 

Mr. Tirpron. We want that identified Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. That is all. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any other questions ¢ 

Mr. Macurowicz. I would like to get your position clear too. Is it 
your position that the taxes paid on aviation gasoline are used for 
highways? 

Mr. Tirron. Are used for highways? 

Mr. Macurowicz. Yes. : 

Mr. Trpron. There has never been that direct connection established 
as I understand it between the gasoline tax and the Federal appropria- 
tions for highways. At the present time it has seemed to me that this 
committee or, rather, that the bill which Chairman McGregor put 
forward is pointing in the direction of using a very high percentage, 
if not all, of the Federal gasoline tax as an appropri ition. 

Mr. Macnrowrcz. I notice that sentence in your statement. “The 
expenditures authorized by the bill would absorb practically all of the 
gasoline-tax revenues.” On what do you base that statement, Mr. 
Tipton ? 

Mr. Tireron. As I understand it the gasoline-tax revenues are ap- 
proximately $910 million. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Do you understand that we are appropriating 
now for the years 1956 and 1957 and that the estimated gasoline tax 
will be $1,100 million or $1,200 million for those years, and that we are 
appropriating only $800 million? How do you justify your sentence 
there that we are absorbing practically all of the gasoline-tax 
revenues ? 

Mr. Trreron. In making that statement I had relied upon the ex- 
planation ns the legislation contained in Mr. McGregor’s press release 
in which it was said that the revenues are now running about $910 
million aeunthe and that the authorization is $864 million, which 
would make a difference of about $40 million, or 5 percent of the total 
authorization. 
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Mr. Macurowicz. In 1956 and 1957 those revenues are estimated 
at $1,100 million to $1,200 million. As far as I am concerned I think 
if anything we are not absorbing enough of those gasoline taxes. 

Mr. Treron. I could not agree with you more. The figure as I see 
it here is a current figure, rather than an anticipated figure as you have 
described. I would say that if the gasoline-tax revenues are going to 
be in the neighborhood of $1,100 million that the appropriation for 
highways here is inadequate. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. 1 agree with you. The appropriation for high 
Ways Is inadequate in view of the « xpec ‘ted revenues for those years. 

Mr. Trrron. ] certainly agree with that. My only point is and I] 
should not actually get into that question at all—my only point was 
that in considering these gasoline-tax revenues, the aviation gasoline 
tax revenue should be identified and separated in order that they could 
be regarded as a payment for the Federal highways rather than the 
highways. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you very much, Mr. Tipton. 

Mr. Treron. Thank you. 

Mr. McGrecor. The next and the last witness. I think, is Mr. 
Reichard, who represents the United States Independent Telephone 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE S. BAILEY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
UNITED STATES INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Bartry. Mr. Chairman, I am speaking with your permission in 
his place. 

Mr. McGrecor. What is your name, please, for the record. 

Mr. Baitny. Clyde S. Bailey. I am executive vice president of the 
United States Inde »pendent Telephone Association. The headquar- 
ters of our organization are in the Munsey Building. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief statement which probably will 
not take more than 3 or 4 minutes. 

Mr. McGrecor. You may proceed. 

Mr. Barrer. I speak for the United States Inde - ndent Telephone 
Association, the trade organization representing 5,300 independent 
telephone companies. 'T hose companies provide te i phone service in 
about 11,000 cities and towns, principally the small ones, and some very 
small, and the rural areas of the country. 

These companies are small business. They feel they have a very 
vital stake in the bill that is before you. 

The impact upon these small companies caused by the building of 
federally aided highways constitutes a terrific burden upon them. 
You will have in mind, Mr. Chairman, that the expense which a tele- 
phone company has to incur in moving its poles and lines is one that 
cannot be anticipated. It is one for which no reserve can be built up 
as a charge against the cost of operation. I know of no State regula- 
tory authority which has authorized the creation of such a reserve by 
such a charge to operation. 

It seems to these small telephone companies that the study provision 
in the pending bill, in section 10, would accomplish no use ful pur pose, 
It would only have the effect of postponing vitally needed action. The 
independent telephone companies need help now. 
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We hope that the study provision will be eliminated and that in its 
place appropriate provision will be made for the reimbursement. to 
our companies of the expense they incur in moving poles and lines, 
an expense that would not even arise in the absence of a Federal high- 
way building program. 

1 do not want to take up more time, Mr. Chairman, but I would like 
to have permission to have incorporated in the record a statement 
which has been prepared on behalf of our association, outlining the 
reasons Which in our opinion make it so eminently proper for reim 
bursement provisions to be included in any bill reported out of this 
committee. 

Mr. McGrecor. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF UNITED STATES INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION 
IN SUPPORT OF AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL Alp HIGHWAY AcT BY CLYDE 8S, BAILEY, 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDEN1 


Che United States Independent Telephone Association is the national trade 
organization of the independent segment of the telephone industry. There are 
approximately 5,300 independent companies in the United States furnishing 
telephone service in about 11,000 communities, principally the smaller towns 
and rural areas Although making up the smaller part of the telephone indus 
ur companies serve approximately two-thirds of the geographical area 
of the country. 

These independent telephone companies serve more than 8,640,000 telephones 
and are outside of the Bell System, which as you know makes up the pre 
ponderant part of the telephone industry. 

Independent telephone companies, small business enterprise, hope Congress 
will enact legislation to authorize absorption by the Federal Government of 
the cost of telephone pole and line removals when they are made necessary by 
the building of federally aided highways 

May I mention as briefly as I can several reasons why we think legislation 
of this kind is appropriate? 

(1) At the present time one class of public service enterprise, the railroads, 


try ( 


are given immunity against costs incurred by them for grade crossing elimina 
tions made necessary by Federal highway construction. We do not say they 
are not entitled to this immunity We do say that for the railroads to enjoy 


it while at the same time denying similar immunity to other regulated enter 
prise against costs for the removal of their facilities, is to practice a discrimi 
nation in favor of one and against others. The desired legislation would pro 
duce equality of treatment under the law 

2) Amendment of the Federal Aid Highway Act to immunize other public 
service enterprise the same as the railroads, would introduce no new principle 
It would merely extend impartially to all forms of public service business and 
their subscribers or customers, an existing principle already found equitable 
for the railroads. The amendment would bring about much needed uniformity 
of treatment of incidental but unavoidable expense in all States which receive 
the benefit of Federal-aid highway grants. 

(3) Public revenues derived from taxes used for highway improvement come 
from all classes of the body politi Telephone subscribers, like customers of 
the railroads, are part of the public. Having been taxed once, these subscribers 
are discriminated against when added levies are imposed upon them for par 
ticular parts of public highway improvements. To require our subscribers 
through the rates they pay to the companies from which they take telephone 
service to pay for incidental costs is in effect to tax them twice for the same 
purpost 

(4) Incidental costs for such items as pole and line removals are logically 
and inevitably a part of the total undertaking involved in highway building, 
widening or reconstruction. They should be so treated under the Federal Aid 
Highway Act Neither telephone companies nor their subscribers receive ex 
clusive benefits from highway improvement. Benefits to them are no greater 
than to the public generally Yet as the law stands, the building of a federally 
aided highway, with certain costs absorbed by the telephone company, is 


simply a pain in the neck to that company 
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(5) Gentlemen, even this is hardly enough to dramatize the burden which 
pole and line removal costs entail. 

Let me approach it in another way. Of our 11,000 exchanges 10,000 have 
less than 500 subscribers each About 8,000 have less than 250 subscribers 
each ; some have only 150; still others have only 100. 

This means that the independent companies operate in the very small places 

And yet these companies, serving rural areas, may have lines paralleling 
a highway, extending far out into the country in order to provide an essential, 
indeed indispensable communication service to the farmer 

To require a small rural telephone company, having its lines along a fed 
erally aided highway, to dig up its poles and put them in another spot and 
take down its lines and string them in another location, imposes an expense 
that in some cases is simply terrific. 

Such a company, or any company for that mafter, cannot anticipate an ex- 
pense of this character. 

Many of our companies have never paid a dividend, or at best have paid only 
nominal dividends. 

To require a company to bear an unanticipated and unanticipatible expense, 
one beyond its ability to provide for out of its limited earnings, one for which 
no reserve has been established and for which regulatory commissions would 
perhaps not allow companies to provide out of charges to operating expenses, 
seems unjust in the extreme. All the more so when the expense is one which 
should be regarded as a part of a highway improvement program, the cost of 
which should be borne by the taxpayers generally. 

Attached to this statement are excerpts from letters which our association 
has received from several independent companies outlining their experiences 
with these problems. 

(6) In 1949 an amendment to the Rural Electrification Act was enacted. 
Under it, Congress authorized the making of loans of Federal funds for the pur 
pose of putting phones on farms and in rural areas. Congress took that action 
because it was solicitous of the needs of the farmers of the Nation for tele- 
phone service. Telephone service is imperative to the farmers to get quotations 
of prices on produce they have to sell, to get the veterinarian, to get the fire 
department when the barn burns, and to get the doctor when babies arrive 
The REA has since been proceeding in the making of loans to carry out the con- 
gressional mandate. The amendment to the Federal Aid Highway Act which 
independent telephone companies are now urging would help give expression to 
the congressional intent to put more phones on farms and in rural areas by re- 
moving a substantial item of expense which now must find reflection in charges 
for telephone services and necessarily increase the cost of providing such 
service. 

(7) We people who are engaged in the business of speeding the messages of 
mankind find pole and line removal costs hurdensome. T realize that the Public 
Works Committee has nothinz to do dire t'y with the subjoct of taxes. But ! 
hope you will bear with my reference to certain other burdens that Congress 
has put upon the backs of the users of indispensable telephone service in.the form 
of excise taxes. The excise tax now levied on local exchange service amounts to 
15 percent of the total monthly bill and on long distance service 25 percent of each 
call made. If those excise taxes were eliminated and the pole and line removal 
cost were absorbed as a part of the general cost of highway construction, more 
phones could be put everywhere at a cost more within the reach of every user. 


ADDENDUM TO STATEMENT OF CLYDE §. BAILEY ON BEHALF OF UNITED STATES 
INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION 


Following are excerpts from letters which our association has received from 
several of our independent telephone companies bearing upon the burden and 
hardship now imposed by requiring them to absorb costs of pole and line re 
movals incident to Federal-aid highway construction : 

A small company in New Mexico writes: 

“We cannot go into the telephone business in this territory in earnest until 
this legislation is passed. At present we lease our toll line of 100 miles from 
the Government. The Government would like to sell it to us and we woukl 
like to buy it but the obstacle is found in the expense we might be put to if 
improved roads are built. Last year a 3-mile section of highway was built cross 
ing our line several times. The Government paid for moving phone lines because 
it was a Government-owned facility and the cost was over $900. Some 50 miles 
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are scheduled to be built and you can see that a telephone company grossing 
$10,000 per year could not possibly afford to own a toll line along the highway 
route. The answer seems to be that private initiative and privately owned 
facilities are impossible under these conditions.” 

A company in the State of Washington writes: 

The plant forces of our company, as well as those of other telephone com 
panies in the Pacific Northwest, are spending more and more time from year 
to year in the relocation of plant facilities as a result of the construction of 
new Federally aided highways or the improvement or relocation of existing 
highways. This means that we must either employ additional people to carry 
on our rapidly expanding construction program or defer much-needed projects 

—— very substantial part of relocation costs must be absorbed in the 
rates for telephone service even though the highways involved are an integral 
part of the interstate highway system for the support of which the Federal 
Government imposes taxes 

A company in Indiana writes: 

‘They (the Highway Department) will probably hit us at both ends at the 
same time for relocation of our lines, probably in 1953. This is going to be 
costly to us. There will be about 30 miles of pole line, with 1, 2, and 3 cross 
“arms, to be relocated 

“The laws of our State make the utilities bear all the expense of this reloca 
tion of our lines It is wrong for the utilities to have to bear this expense, 
Whether it be for Federal-aid or non-Federal-aid projects.” 

A couipany in the State of New York writes: 

“* * * We find that expenditures in dollars and in labor are a considerable 
burden in providing clearance for the various improvements. These expenditures 
generally are not revenue producing, nor do they reduce our list of deferred 
orders and applications for regrades (of telephone service). The $661,610 
expended by this corporation in connection with improvement projects during the 
6 years—1947 to 1952 inclusive—together with the material and engineering 
has involved considerable plant labor. 

“* * * Tf the present rate of expenditures maintains for 4 years, it is estimated 
this corporation will have expended a total $1,100,000 on such work within 10 
vears. The improvement program forecast by various agencies indicates that 
this corporation will be involved to a much greater extent than the average 
experience of the previous 6 years, and the 10-year expenditure will probably be 
$1,600,000," 

A company in the State of Washington writes: 

“During the calendar year 1951 our company incurred costs in excess of $21,000 
for the relocation of its facilities to accommodate Federal-aid highway projects 
for Which no reimbursement may be received 

—_— > Costs in previous years have frequently been considerably higher than 
the above-quoted costs for the year 1951 with respect to botie l’ederal-aid and 
non-Federal-aid highway projects.’ 

A company in Minnesota with only 125 telephones and gross annual revennes 
of about $6,000 writes us as to its experience : 

ae We are furnishing you with vital information regarding expenses the 
Eagle Lake Telephone Co. of Willmar, Minn., incurred in 1951 when construction 
was done on United States Highway No. 71 north of Willmar. 

‘The entire project was completed on May 25, 1951, and began at the inter 
section of United States Highway No. 12 and United States Highway No. 71 in 
the city of Willmar and extended north on United States Highway No, 71 for a 
total of 4.3 miles. The total cost of the highway construction was $230.357.51 
This construction project comprised changing the nature of the road from 
bituminous surfacing to concrete and at the same time there were some minor 
changes in the road itself. 

For this reason it was necessary for the Eagle Lake Telephone Co. to change 
the location of a great number of poles and relocate our system. We became 
aware of the sad fact that we could not bill the Highway Department for any 
part of our expense as our poles had been located on the highway right-of-way 
and even though they had allowed us to put them there in the first place, they 
would share no responsibility as far as cost of moving them was concerned 
Consequently, we had to pay for the entire cost of moving ond relocating 

However, we did avail ourselves of the opportunity of putting that portion of 
our lines in perfect physical condition. The total cost of improving and re 
locating to us was $4.300. We broke this amount down further and charged the 
relocating and moving to the amount of $2,800. The most unfortunate part of 
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the entire thing to us was that it came shortly after we had completed an im- 
provement project on our entire system in the amount of nearly $6,000 and the 
relocating of that portion of the line was consequently a double expenditure. 

“Naturally, we did not have this kind of money in our treasury. In fact, 
we had stripped it in the improvements that we made before it became known that 
the highway was going to be changed. As a result, it was necessary for us to 
make a loan of $4,300 to take care of this project.” 

Mr. McGrecor. Are there any questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McGrecor. I ask unanimous consent of the committee to in- 
sert in the record various statements sent to the committee. I would 
also like to recognize a telegram sent to Congressman Dondero by 
Mr. N. H. Hawkins, Jr., president of the Birmingham Transit Co., 
relative to this legislation. Without objection we will incorporate it 
in the record. 

(The documents and telegram referred to are as follows :) 


3IRMINGHAM, ALA,, February 17, 1954. 
Hon. George A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
Room 13802, New House Office Building: 

Regret that prior commitment prevents my being present to urge proper treat- 
ment of utility relocation costs at earliest possible date. Believe study proposed 
by section 10 of H. R. 7818 can only result in delay of seriously needed determina- 
tion of problem. It would serve no useful purpose as adequate cost study was 
previously prepared and varying State laws on subject could have no bearing on 
this problem. On behalf of American Transit Association and Birmingham 
Transit Co., I respectfully refer your committee to my statement as filed on 
July 8, 1953, at hearings before subcommittee on roads and further request 
that this telegram be inserted in the record. 

N. H. Hawkins, Jr., 
President, Birmingham Transit Co. 


——_——_ 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN PETROLEUM INSTITUTE ON PROPOSED FrpERAL AID 
HicgHWAY BILt, H. R. 7818 


The American Petroluem Institute appreciates the opportunity to record 
with your committe its observations on the provisions of H. R. 7818. 

First, it should be emphasized that the petroleum industry is in thorough 
accord with the intent of this bill. It wants good roads and always has supported 
measures that would stimulate sound highway development. As a matter of 
plain good business policy, oil men support any feasible legislation or program 
which, in their considered judgment, will forward highway improvement. 

Only one condition attaches to the industry's support of productive highway 
legislation. Oil men properly feel a sense of responsibility to their customers— 
the motoring and gasoline consuming public. The industry, therefore, tries to 
study every proposal from the standpoint of its effect on the nearly 67 million 
licensed drivers in the United States. 

It is from this standpoint that we have analyzed the provisions of H. R. 7818. 
First, we have asked ourselves, will it promote highway progress? Secondly, is 
it fair to highway users- 


TRADITIONAL FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY 


Traditionally, the Federal Government has recognized a definite responsibility 
to contribute toward the construction of general purpose highways. These 
contributions relate to the national defense, the delivery of the mails, and to 
commerce between the States. 

In section 2 of H. R. 7818, there is a clause which, if adopted, would represent 
a new and radical departure from this principle. It is with this clause and its 
effects that the major portion of our statement deals. 

Under this provision, a special grant of $200 million is to be made yearly for 
expenditure on the interstate highway system. The industry does not quarrel 
with—in fact, it applauds—the principle that these important traffic-bearing 
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arteries should receive special consideration in the Federal-highway-aid program. 

We believe strongly, however, that the potential effects of the clause making 
this $200 million interstate highway grant conditional on the continued imposi- 
tion of a 2 cents per gallon Federal gasoline tax, should be reconsidered. 

H. R. 7818, in its present form, recognizes the traditional Federal responsibil- 
ity for highways up to the extent of $685 million yearly. This would be spent on 
primary, secondary, and urban highways and certain other roads. It would 
continue to be met from general revenues of the Federal treasury. 


$200 MILLION INTERSTATE GRANT 


The $200 million grant for interstate highways, however, is set aside as a 
special responsibility, not of the general treasury, but of gasoline consumers— 
principally highway users—through their Federal gasoline tax payments. And, 
in order to provide this added $200 million for these important highways, gaso- 
line consumers would be compelled to continue paying more than $900 million in 
Federal gasoline taxes. 

Approval of this section of H. R. 7818, therefore, would place the Congress in 
the anomalous position of saying that the Federal Government has a responsi- 
bility to meet from general revenues a $685 million share of the cost of the less 
heavily traveled intrastate portions of our highway system, but has no such re- 
sponsibility for the $200 million outlay on the truly interstate segments of that 
system which carry the bulk of the traffic and are most vital from a defense 
standpoint 

MOTORISTS WOULD BE SHORTCHANGED 


If this provision of the bill is adopted, moreover, motorists and other gasoline 
consumers would have a legitimate reason to claim they were being shortchanged. 
Logically, if the Federal gasoline tax is changed from a general revenue meas- 
ure—which it has always been—into a special highway use tax, these taxpayers 
might well ask why only $200 million of its proceeds will be appropriated for 
highways? Why not the entire revenue of $910 million? They could logically 
demand an authorization of $685 million from general revenues (as now pro- 
vided in the bill) plus $910 million representing their special contribution as 
motorists 

Now it may be, although the bill as written does not say so, that the intention is 
to tie up all aspects of the Federal-aid-highway program with the Federal gaso- 
line tax—not merely the interstate system. This would be a radical change in 
the entire concept of Federal aid. It would deny that the Federal Government 
has any responsibility whatever for meeting the cost of Federal aid from gen- 
eral revenues and would place the entire responsibility for Federal aid on the 
gasoline consumer. 


WOULD TAKE “AID” OUT OF FEDERAL AID 


If this is the intention, it would effectively end the 38-year-old Federal high- 
way-aid program, as such. It would take the “aid” out of Federal aid. It would 
substitute a double-tax program under which motorists and other consumers of 
gasoline would be asked first to contribute in Federal gasoline taxes to the Fed- 
eral Government’s cost of the program and then to buy back their own tax pay- 
ments with additional taxes at the State level. 

There is the dilemma. Under the bill as writtten, basic Federal responsibility 
is recognized up to a point, while beyond that point the motorist would be charged 
with responsibility for all authorizations. However, the motorist would not be 
credited with his full tax payments. If linkage between the Federal gasoline tax 
and the Federal-aid program is extended to the point where it covers the whole 
program, any Federal responsibility whatever is denied and thus any aid as 
such would be eliminated. 

Why is it necessary or desirable to get into this dilemma in the first place? 
That is the question which we feel deserves careful consideration. 


NO RELATION BETWEEN FEDERAL AID AND FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES 


In the past, there never has been any relationship between any of the Federal 
excises on motor vehicle ownership and use and the Federal highway-aid pro- 
gram. The Federal gasoline tax was imposed at 1 cent per gallon in 1932 as a 
temporary measure to balance the Federal budget. It is on the record that this 
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tax has been retained and increased because of various general revenue emer- 
gencies. In no way and at no time has the rate or the continuance of this tax 
ever been associated with Federal highway aid to the States. 

The same holds true for the other excise taxes on motor vehicles, parts, 
accessories, tires, and tubes. Although these taxes were imposed earlier than 
the Federal gasoline tax and allowed to lapse temporarily during the 1920's, 
they also have never been associated with the Federal highway-aid program. 

In fact, the principle of Federal highway aid is embedded in the history 
of this Republic—tracing back to the National Road in 1806. In 1893—years 
before the automotive era—Congress created the Office of Road Inquiry to 
carry on the research activities now conducted by the Bureau of Public Roads. 
And in 1916—8 years before the first State gasoline tax was imposed and 16 
years before the Federal gasoline tax—Congress inaugurated the present Federal 
highway-aid program. 

Finally, the Federal gasoline tax was raised to 2 cents per gallon as pare 
of the general schedule of tax increases provoked by the Korean crisis in 1951. 
This tax increase was temporary. The expiration date was set for April 1 of 
this year. Now, as that date approaches, H. R. 7818 would perpetuate that 
national emergency tax increase. 


FEDERAL GASOLINE TAX UNPOPULAR 


Throughout its 22-year history, the Federal gasoline levy has been an unpopular 
tax because it duplicates and infringes on a basic source of State revenue. 
State officials and taxpayer groups numbering in the hundreds have repeatedly 
petitioned Congress to withdraw from this field of taxation. Within the past 
2 years, the Conference of State Governors and more than a score of State 
legislatures have called on Congress to repeal the Federal gasoline tax. 

Under section 2 of H. R. 7818, Congress would be answering the taxpayers’ 
appeals for ending this tax by freezing it once and for all into the tax struc- 
ture. It would be answering the State governors by linking Federal grants 
with the very tax they want repealed. 

It may be contended by some that by tying up the Federal highway-aid 
program with the Federal gasoline tax, Congress would be ending the complaints 
of taxpayers and governors about road-user tax money being diverted from 
road building at the Federal level. 

If that is the intent of this provision, it fails to stand up under analysis. 


BILL CREATES $700 MILLION DIVERSION 


In the first place, the present bill does the exact opposite. By utilizing only 
$200 million out of the total of $910 million collected, it automatically creates 
a situation where more than $700 million yearly would be diverted—to use, 
for the moment, a phrase which does not and should not apply to any of the 
general revenue Federal excises. 

Secondly, to link any portion of the Federal highway-aid program to the 
Federal gasoline tax and then contend that would eliminate so-called diversion 
of Federal taxes is to ignore the more than $1 billion collected yearly in other 
Federal automotive excises—on new cars and trucks, parts and accessories, 
tires and tubes. 

If the initial step is once taken of linking a portion of the Federal gasoline tax 
with Federal grants for the interstate system, Congress will have to consider the 
balance of the Federal gasoline tax and all the other automotive excises either as 
a $1,800 million yearly surcharge on motorists or raise Federal aid to the level 
of more than $2 billion annually. 

Actually, of course, there is not, and never can be, any diversion of these taxes 
as long as they retain their present character as general revenue excises. 


FEDERAL GASOLINE TAX PAID ON NONHIGHWAY USE 


By its very nature, for example, the Federal gasoline tax is not, and never was, 
a highway tax. True, it is paid in part by motor-vehicle owners who use the bigh- 
ways. But it applies also to the many other uses of gasoline which are completely 
unrelated to the fueling of highway vehicles. It applies to the gasoline used, for 
example, in airplanes, in farm machinery, and other stationary engines in indus- 
try, and in motorboats. 

As this bill is now written, the farmer who burns gasoline in his tractor, while 
plowing a field, would be paying for the Federal-aid grants for national interstate 
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highways. The commercial fisherman who takes his gasoline-powered boat out 
on the Atlantic Ocean would be paying a tax to build an interstate highway in 
Missouri, or Tennessee, or Wyoming. 

It should be made clear that there is a basic distinction between the State 
constitutional amendments earmarking all highway funds for highway purposes 
and the proposed clause in this bill linking the interstate portion of the Federal- 
aid program with the Federal gasoline tax. At the State level these constitutional 
amendments, in effect, guarantee the taxpayer that as long as the tax is levied all 
the revenues will be utilized for highways. Under this Federal legislation, how- 
ever, the taxpayer is given no such guaranty. In fact, the situation is reversed. 

This legislation would merely guarantee the taxpayer that he will have to 
continue to pay a 2-cent per gallon Federal gasoline tax, in return for which a 
portion of his payments this year will be returned to him in the form of Inter- 
state Highway grants. The phrase “this year” is emphasized because the actions 
of this Congress cannot, of course, bind any succeeding Congress. The Inter- 
state Highway grants—or in fact the whole program—can be reduced or even 
wiped out entirely by the 84th or 85th or some subsequent Congress. 

None of the compulsion is on the Government; all of it is on the taxpayer. 
This is a far cry from the State constitutional amendments protecting highway 
funds. 


WOULD PREJUDGE REPORT OF INTERGOVERN MENTAL RELATIONS COMMISSION 


There is one final comment we would like to make in connection with this 
clause of H. R. 7818. It would prejudge the important work—going on at the 
present time—of a Commission created by this very Congress. 

Demonstrating a genuine concern for States’ rights, this Congress last year 
created the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations to study such matters 
as duplicating Federal and State taxes, and to establish a clear line between 
Federal and State fields of activity. 

Serving on this Commission are Members of the United States Senate, Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives, governors of several States, and prominent 
citizens. Some of the finest minds in the United States have been brought 
together to study this problem and to reach conclusions on it. 

We do not believe that this Congress—the very Congress which created this 
Commission—would wish to jump the gun, so to speak, on the Commission’s 
report with a measure that welded the gasoline tax, at a fixed rate, into the 
permanent Federal tax Structure. 

Of course no one knows what recommendations the Intergovernmental Com- 
mission will make on the Federal gasoline tax. It would seem certain, however, 
that Congress will want to show its respect for this Commission by refraining 
from acting in this area until its findings are available. To take action now 
affecting one of the most important single areas to be covered by this Com- 
mission’s report would be to run the risk of conflicting in advance with its 
recommendations. 

Sound public policy supports the principle that the Federal Government should 
not evade its traditional responsibility to promote highway development from 
general revenues nor should it attempt to tie up a $910 million tax to finance a 
$200 million section of the Federal-aid program. We respectfully urge that the 
clause in section 2 of H. R. 7818 which would make a 2-cent per gallon Federal 
gasoline tax a condition of Federal aid for Interstate Highways, be eliminated 





MATCHING BATIO SHOULD BE STUDIED 


H. R. 7818 provides a substantial increase in the level of Federal grants it 
projects. Though we have not had time to make a thorough study of the question, 
we believe that several States may well have trouble matching the contemplated 
level of Federal grants from present revenue sources if the 50-50 matching ratio 
is retained. 

No one in Congress, we are sure, would want to be even indirectly responsible 
for forcing a State tax increase on his own constituents or on any other group 
of citizens. Yet that might be the result in some States if the matching ratio 
is not liberalized. 

Already some State highway officials have indicated that their States are hav- 
ing trouble matching their Federal grants under the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1952, or that the necessity for matching these grants is hindering the carrying 
out of entirely State-financed highway programs. If this is the situation now— 
under a Federal-aid act totaling $575 million a year—it is plain that these and 
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other States would certainly have trouble matching an $800 million a year Fed- 
eral-aid program on a 50-50 basis. 

We are not in a position to make any specific recommendation as to the match- 
ing requirement you should adopt. Even if there had been time for us to make 
a study of this subject, we feel the final answer should come from the States 
themselves. We suggest that the State governments be surveyed to determine 
the matching ratio they can meet from present tax sources, and incorporate the 
most generally acceptable formula in this bill. 

Considering the role highways now play in national and civilian defense and 
in interstate commerce, there are many groups who feel there is every justifica- 
tion for liberalizing Federal-aid matching. Therefore, it is urged that this 
aspect of the Federal-aid problem be explored further. 

The motorists of this Nation have never shirked their share of tax responsi- 
bilities. We respectfully urge that their submission to an unfair Federal gaso- 
line tax not be made a condition for Federal aid to the national defense highways 
that serve all the people. 

When the full implications of the clause linking the Federal gasoline tax with 
Federal-highway aid are considered, we hope it will be stricken out of the bill. 
We further hope that full consideration will be given to the matching ratio for 
Federal grants so that the benefits of highway aid will not be canceled out by 
higher State taxes on people who are now paying all the taxes they can stand. 


Detroit, Micu., February 16, 1954. 
Congressman J. HArry McGreaor, 
House Subcommittee on Roads: 


Bill H. R. 3528 by Dondero and bill H. R. 3529 by Oakman have my endorse- 
ment and should be supported as it will do much toward accelerating the inter- 
state highway program in cities. 

ALBERT E. Coso, Mayor. 


STATEMENT OF THE BUFFALO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE ON FEDERAL TAX ON GASOLINE 


A national highway system, integrated to the needs of the people of all the 
States is of vital importance to the economy of the United States. It is necessary 
that highways be maintained which will be adequate to take care of the Nation’s 
commerce in a safe and uniform manner in all of our States. Only through a 
Federal coordinated program can this country have an efficient and integrated 
program for road construction. 

The tax of 2 cents per gallon on gasoline, which is now scheduled for reduc- 
tion to 1% cents per gallon on April 1, 1954, should be continued beyond that 
date in order to provide necessary matching funds with the States for this 
overall interstate highway program. 





STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELLIS, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, NATIONAL RuRAL ELEctTrRIO 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


I have not had an opportunity to go into the specific details of the bill before 
the committee, but I would like to introduce into the record for study a reso- 
lution passed at the national annual meeting of the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association in San Francisco, January 1953. 

“Whereas federally directed interregional and strategic highway projects 
frequently require relocation of utility facilities, which relocation results in 
no benefits to the owner thereof, but require substantial expenditures which 
should be allocated to, and be a part of, the cost of the project: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

“Resolved, That we recommend the enactment of legislation to authorize the 
inclusion of the costs of relocation in the road projects, and that the owners 
of such utilities be reimbursed for the net cost of removal and relocation of 
their facilities.” 

The national association of the rural electrics, as most of you know, is the 
national service organization of 900 rural electric systems in the country, 
systems which are currently serving more than 3.5 million rural consumers 
who, with their families, total in the neighborhood of 12 million people. All 
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of these systems are small; they have been built by the farmers with funds 
supplied by the Rural Electrification Administration; they do not have the 
diverse loads of urban utilities and this places special financial problems in 
their paths at l« st 

Our members have expressed themselves as believing that the relocation of 
utility facilities are not properly an expense of our small rural electric sys- 
tems, and we hope the committee will take this into consideration in writing 
and reporting this bill, or some similar bill. Every saving we can make helps 
us in performing a job for rural people which is financially difficult to perform 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY NoRTH ALABAMA POWER DISTRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION AT 
THetrr ANNUAL MEETING HELD IN BIRMINGHAM, ALA., FEBRUARY 12, 1954 


Whereas the Federal-aid highway program has caused, and will continue to 
cause, municipally and cooperatively owned electric utilities in north Alabama to 
expend substantial sums of money to move and relocate utility facilities to 
accommodate Federal-aid projects ; and 

Whereas the municipally and cooperatively owned electric utilities comprising 
the membership of North Alabama Power Distributors Association are all con 
tracting agencies purchasing power from Tennessee Valley Authority under 
terms of a contract which requires that the electric utilities be operated without 
profit and for the sole benefit of the users of electricity served from said system ; 
and 

Whereas the expense of relocating utility facilities to accommodate Federal 
aid projects is therefore directly imposed on the users of electricity served by the 
municipally and cooperatively owned utilities comprising the North Alabama 
Power Distributors Association : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the North Alabama Power Distributors Association urge the 
Congress of the United States to enact legislation providing that publicly owned 
utilities be relieved of the cost of relocating utility facilities when caused by 
Federal-aid projects and that the Honorable John J. Sparkmand and the Hon- 
orable Lister Hill, Senators from the State of Alabama, and the Honorable Robert 
E. Jones, Jr., Representative from the Eighth Alabama Congressional District, 
and the Honorable Albert Rains, Representative from the Fifth Alabama Con- 
gressional District be urged to use their best efforts to insure the enactment of 
such legislation by the Congress of the United States. 

Adopted this the 12th day of February 1954. 

NortH ALABAMA POWER DISTRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION, 
By Kyte H. Smita, President. 
M. R. NorDwortnuy, Secretary. 


MEMORANDUM OF FREEMAN T. EAGLESON, GENERAL COUNSEL, THE OHIO FUEL 
Gas Co 


As result of previous study of H. R. 7818 and related legislation, and attend- 
ance at the committee hearings on Tuesday and Wednesday, February 16 and 
17, 1954, I arrived at the following conclusions; and with particular reference 
to Chairman McGregor’s bill, and also having noted and analyzed the other 
bills under consideration by your committee, to-wit: 

(1) I here refer to the original Federal-Aid Road Act of 1916, the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1944, ete. In the act of 1944, Congress expressed in legisla- 
tion its conviction that the cost necessitated by removal of facilities of railroads 
and other public utilities from present location on highways, built as result of 
Federal aid should call for reimbursement by the Federal Government. That 
specific provision for reimbursement was provided for as to railroads but so 
far not as to public utilities. That left discrimination; but the public utilities 
other than the railroads are not resting on discriminaton alone; they rest on the 
merit of their own situation. They ask reimbursement within a reasonable 
time of the money actually spent by them in relocating their properties oc- 
casioned by highway projects instituted and contributed to the building thereof 
by the Federal Government. 

There is no possible benefit to these utilities as result of this relocation and 
expenditure. Their service to the public is not benefited in any general way. 
They would naturally therefore not be met with this resuirement of removal, 
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although no complaint is made on that ground. They recognize that the project 
is in the public interest; that it is solely “toward the general good.” The fa 
cilities of public utilities located in public highways are there as result of per 
mission, legally granted, by various types of public authorities, some local and 
others State, in considerable variety. Telephone poles are on the highway be 
cause the people live along the highway or proximate thereto: communication 
is thus made without the use of transportation facilities, but from within the 
home. Gaslines on the public highways carrying the gas along the highway to 
the service line and into the house is to the benefit and convenience of the con- 
sumer. These and other structures are there as of legal right and to serve the 
public and the public interest. To require their relocation without reimburse- 
ment by the Federal Government would be confiscation, and result in double cost 
to the consuming public. This is the established law of long standing. It was 
but again emphasized in the case of Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co. v. State 
Highway Commission (294 U. 8S. 613). That restatement of the law has been 
adhered to in many cases since. 

(2) As to the suggestion that legislation providing for reimbursement by the 
Federal Government to public utilities other than railroads be deferred until a 
further study by the Department of Commerce and the Bureau of Roads be 





made, within some fixed period of time, a review of the facts dispels any such 
suggestion. The obligation of the Federal Government to reimburse the cost of 
relocating facilities necessitated by Federal-aid highway projects has been 
actively before Congress at least since a similar provision was made to reim- 
hurse the railroads. The unfairness to utilities has been almost, if not entirely, 
universally accepted After what seems to be full consideration, Senator M« 

Kellar of Tennessee and Congressman Davis of Tennessee offered legislation t 

reimburse utilities similar to that afforded railroads and for the same sound 
reasons. Hearings were had and evidence adduced, in July 1953, transeript of 
which was placed in record of the committee hearings on the McGregor bill, as 
an exhibit showing complete data from 12 States, entitled “Study of highway 
construction costs and costs of rearranging publicly and privately owned utility 
plants to accommodate Federal-aid road improvements.” As the committee 
has doubtless noted, that comprehensive report was for the year beginning July 
1, 1951 to June 30, 1952. Up to now I have heard no good reason why there 
should be further delay 

Just what benefit could be derived from a further study by the Department of 
Commerce in cooperation with the State highway department as to the problem 
of utility relocation and reimbursement is not clear In the first place, there are 
as many, or almost as many differences in related State laws on the subject as 
there are States. And iin, in the lesser governmental units of the States 
there is the widest difference of provision for grants from the within and out 
side incorporated municipalities. Finally, it is a matter of location of each par 
ticular improvement or roadway. to be determined only upon specified engineer- 
ing facts and arrangements for the construction The cost of each such sepa 
rate construction is to be paid for from funds allocated by the Federal Govern 
ment to the various State highway authorities and there, pursuant to negotia 
tion, determination is made as to the payment for the project; likewise, such 
reimbursement to public utilities would be made. The public utilities so far 
have earried this substantial outlay of costs without reimbursement, which is 
certainly recognized generally as being inequitable 

(3) To the reasons stated in No. 2 above, no one questions the granting power 
of the Federal Government to construct these roads for interstate ecommerce. 
national defense, ete. No State could prevent such construction if it had the will 
to do so. That power is vested in the Federal Government and is dominant 
not subject to change by a State 

(4) That the users of public utility products are required to make double 
contribution toward the cost of Federal highway construction is certainly not 
questioned and is well stated in the evidence submitted by Austin L. Roberts, 
Jr., general solicitor for the National Association of Railroad and Utilities Com- 
missioners, at page 2 as follows: 

“Whereas, since the Federal funds expended for Federal-aid highway pur- 
poses are derived from taxes levied on the general public, including the non- 
railroad-utility user, such users are required to make double contribution toward 
the cost of Federal-aid highway construction; once in taxes and again through 
payment of higher rates to cover cost of relocating the non-railroad-utility’s 
facilities.’ 
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Another point is that public utilities serving the public must keep their prop- 
erty maintained to a high degree of efficiency. They must spend for maintenance 
money from their receipts. It is clear that there will be a substantial lag 
between the expenditures for these relocations and the reimbursement of that 
expenditure. 

(5) It seems only fair that the public utilities should have enacted at this 
f Congress this McGregor bill providing for their reimbursement as 
and for the reasons stated. They can then carry on and pay for the part of 
the construction work required of them by the Government with assurance 
that such outlay will not have to be taken out of their rigidly fixed rate of 
return by public authority. 

(6) Provision for the reimbursement of the public utilities is already too 
long delayed Provision therefor should be enacted now and properly belongs 
in this McGregor bill. 

(7) Regardless of the study and investigation made in the past, in anticipation 
of plans for such projects, there will remain upon completion thereof the burden 
upon the public utilities to furnish satisfying proof of the expenditures, reim- 
bursement for which is sought. 

(S) So far as I can ascertain, there seems to be no objection to the right 
of the utilities to be reimbursed. It may be that the Department of Commerce 
through the Division of Roads may be indifferent; but the right to such reim- 
bursement was made clear and convincing in the testimony submitted by the 
witnesses appearing before the commiitee on February 16 and 17, 1954, without 
recourse to the substantial testimony in support thereof otherwise submitted to 
the committes 

(9) There is no suggestion of a subsidy in the request that the utilities other 
than the railroads be put on a parity with the railroads. No such relocations and 
adjustments in Federal-aid constructed roads for interstate commerce, national 
defense, etc., as here involved, were anticipated, even as a possibility, when 
the utility legally installed its facilities in the public ways. The matters here 
involved are foreign and unrelated to the relatively minor changes or adjust- 
ments of facilities sometimes provided for by a municipality to a utility for 
occupancy of the streets, such as water mains, reconstruction of bridges, abut- 
ments, and such like. 


session 


Ciry oF NEW YORK, 
OFFICE OF Crry CONSTRUCTION CO-ORDINATOR 
New York, N. Y., February 17, 1954. 
Hon. GEORGE A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DonpERO: I have reviewed the Federal Aid Highway Act, 
H. R. 7818, authorizing appropriations for continuing the construction of high- 
ways, and for other purposes 

The draft of this act shows considerable progress in increasing Federal-aid 
allotments to approximately equal the taxes now being levied on motor fuel. 
Although we would like to see a larger amount authorized, particularly for 
urban construction, we are in favor of this bill if additional funds cannot be 
obtained at this time. It is suggested, however, that all of the funds authorized 
for use on the interstate system be allocated on a population basis. As to the 
continuation of the present 2-cent tax on gasoline, this should not be reduced. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT MOSEs, 
Coordinator. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., February 18, 1954. 
Hon. GreorcE A. DONDERO, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Speaking for Automobile Club of Michigan, with 400,000 members throughout 
State, and as president, American Automobile Association, strongly urge opposi- 
tion to public utility stand on section 10 of H. R. 7818, known as McGregor Fed- 
eral-aid highway bill, to provide that Federal aid be used to reimburse public 
utilities for cost of moving their lines when necessitated by reconstruction of 
highways. Effect of this is plain raid on Federal highway funds and would open 
door for other forms of diversion. Your opposition to this move is urgently 
needed. 

RALPH THOMAS. 


an 
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WASHINGTON, D. C., February 21, 1954. 
GEORGE DONDERO, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

We appeared before Public Works Committee last week, favoring H. R. 7818, 
Federal aid bill by McGregor. Now understand various utilities groups making 
a strenuous effort to replace section 10, providing for objective study of matter 
by proposal that Federal Government defray costs utilities relocations and recon- 
struction up to 5 percent of Federal aid on any highway improvement where relo- 
cations require. At maximum, this could result in cost to Federal Government 
of approximately $40 million under pending bill. We vigorously protest this 
proposal and respectfully urge that committee will retain section 10 so that next 
year it will have full facts before it, particularly as to review and financial 
analysis of existing relationships between State highway departments and affected 
utilities and State statutes regulating these relationships. 

JOHN LAWRENCE, 
American Trucking Associations. 


L 


HARRISBURG, Pa., February 28, 1954. 
JOHN J. DEMPSEY, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Strongly urge retention of section 10 H. R. 7818 McGregor Federal-aid 
highway bill to permit unbiased objective study of all cost factors in public 
utility relocation resulting from new highway construction before Federal Gov- 
ernment assumes cost of such relocation. 

PENNSYLVANIA Motor TrucK ASSOCIATION, 
Epwarp GoGo.Lin, Vice President. 





ALBUQUERQUE, N. Mex., February 28, 1954. 
Hon. Joun J. DEMPSEY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

We favor H. R. 7518 McGregor Federal-aid highway bill but oppose utilities 
groups substitute proposal and urge its rejection. We believe best interest of 
all concerned will be served by retaining section 10 thus affording unbiased 
objective study before any grant be made. It will be greatly appreciated if 
you will give our objection careful consideration. 

C. H. WASHAM, 
Managing Director, New Mexico Motor Carriers Association, Inc 





Detroit, Micu., February 16, 1954. 
Congressman CHARLES OAKMAN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

H. R. 3528 by Dondero and H. R. 3529 by Oakman have my endorsement 
and should be supported as it will do much toward accelerating the interstate 
highway program in cities. 

ALBERT BE. Coso, Mayor. 





WASHINGTON, D. C., February 21, 1954. 
JOHN J. DEMPSEY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

We appeared before Public Works Committee last week favoring H. R. 7818 
Federal-aid bill by McGregor. Now understand various utilities groups making 
a strenuous effort to replace section 10 providing for objective study of matter by 
proposal that Federal Government defray costs utilities relocations and recon- 
struction up to 5 percent of Federal aid on any highway improvement where 
relocations require. At maximum this could result in cost to Federal Govern- 
ment of approximately $40 million under pending bill. We vigorously protest 
this proposal and respectfully urge that committee will retain section 10 so that 
next year it will have full facts before it particularly as to review and financial 
analysis of existing relationships between State highway departments and 
affected utilities and State statutes regulating these relationships. 

JOHN LAWRENCE, 
AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS. 
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STATEMENT IN Support or H. R. 7897 By Haypon BurRNsS, MAYOR-COMMISSIONER, 
AND WILLIAM M. Mapison, Ciry ATTORNEY, IN BEHALF OF THE CITY OF J ACKSON- 
VILLE, FLA. 


This statement is filed in behalf of the city of Jacksonville, Fla., by Haydon 
Burns, its mayor-commissioner, and William M. Madison, its city attorney, in 
support of H. R. 7897, introduced by Congressman Charles E. Bennett and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Public Works. The city of Jacksonville, Fla., strongly 
advocates the enactment of this bill into law because we believe it is a fair, just, 
and equitable solution of a serious and critical problem confronting the Federal 
Government, the States, their political subdivisions and municipalities, in the 
construction of Federal-aid highways, particularly those in the national system 
of interstate highways, which have been classified in the first priority of public 
works and which are urgently needed for defense and essential civilian require- 
ments 

rhe problem presented by the cost of relocation and readjustment of nonrailroad 
utilities within the rights-of-way of such Federal-aid highways has been receiv- 
ing the consideration of Congress for some time. The signers of this statement, 
together with other city officials of the city of Jacksonville, and representatives 
of other political subdivisions and cities, appeared before the Subcommittee on 
Roads of the Committees on Public Works of the United States Senate and House 
of Representatives, in public hearings which were conducted in February of 1952 
on the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952, in support of the same principle which 
is now embodied in H. R. 7897. 

The statements made at that time are contained in printed report No. 82-11 
of the hearings before the Subcommittee on Roads of the Committee on Public 
Works of the House of Representatives, 82d Congress, 2d session, held on Feb- 
ruary 6, 7, 19-21, 27, and March 11, 1952, beginning at page 335, and in printed 
report of the hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on Public Works 
of the United States Senate, 82d Congress, 2d session, on S. 2437 and §S. 2585, 
held on February 7, 8, 19, 20, 21, 25, and 26, 1952, beginning at page 421. This 
matter subsequently has received further consideration of committees of Con- 
gress, and we believe that the principles for which we are contending have been 
justified and established. 

Briefly, the problem may be stated as follows: The Federal Government and 
the States are jointly engaged in the construction of many multi-million-dollar 
expressways through urban centers as a part of the national system of inter- 
state highways, under the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, as amended. The 
construction of these highways requires greater rights-of-way and the conse- 
quent relocation and readjustment of utilities within such rights-of-way. The 
cost of relocation and readjustment of such utilities, other than railroad facili- 
ties, is a problem which is delaying the construction and completion of these 
essential routes of travel for interstate commerce and defense requirements. 
Present Federal legislation provides that the relocation and readjustment of 
railroad facilities within these rights-of-way is a part of the construction cost 
of such highways and that Federal-aid highway funds of not more than 10 
percent of the sums apportioned to any State may be used to pay such costs. 

There is no similar provision with reference to the cost of relocation and re- 
adjustment of nonrailroad utilities. This situation has resulted in an inequi- 
table, discriminatory, and financially oppressive situation with respect to the 
relocation and readjustment of such nonrailroad utilities, which is delaying 
and blocking progress toward the construction and completion of projects on the 
national system of interstate highways. There is no justification for attempt- 
ing to pass the cost of relocation and readjustment of such nonrailroad utilities 
on to their owners because this is merely imposing such cost upon the users of 
such utility facilities and to the local general taxpayers. The users of such non- 
railroad utilities receive no more adequate or better service from the relocation 
and readjustment of such utilities and should not be expected to defray such 
cost. The burden of such cost should ultimately fall on the users of such high- 
ways who pay gasoline taxes for such privilege, rather than upon the utility sub- 
scriber or general taxpayer, who otherwise would be required to pay twice for 
the use of such highways. The imposition of the burden of paying the cost of 
relocetion and readjustment of such nonrailroad utilities upon municipalities 
and other local units of government in cases where they are publicly owned is 
more than many of them can stand without disruption of their duties to provide 
the necessary functions of local government. 
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The city of Jacksonville is confronted with this problem by reason of the 
pending and future-planned construction of the Jacksonville expressway sys- 
tem, which is a part of the national system of interstate highways. This express- 
Way system consists primarily of interstate expressways, arterial connections 
and two additional bridges over the St. Johns River. The project is considered 
essential to afford necessary defense and civilian transportation requirements 
through the city of Jacksonville on routes of travel in the national system of in 
terstate highways. The official statement of the Florida State Improvement 
Commission of the State of Florida concerning this project was issued under 
date of September 8, 1950, as an inducement for the sale of revenue bonds for 
the purpose of financing part of the cost. Copies of said official statement were 
filed at the committee hearings on this subject matter in February of 1952. In 
said official statement, the following appears: 

“The north-south expressway from a point near the airport, north of the city, 
across the Interstate Bridge and through south Jacksonville, together with the 
east-west connection from a point west of the city on U. 8S. 90 to the Interstate 
Bridge, is a part of the national system of interstate highways. A memo- 
randum from Mr. Thomas H. MacDonald, Commissioner of Public Roads, to the 
district engineer of the Bureau of Public Roads, dated July 28, 1950, states that 
all work on the national system of interstate highways falls in the category of 
being work which will ‘directly contribute to defense or to the civilian require 
ments essential in the changed national situation’, and will be classified in the 
first priority of public works.” 

Orivinally, the estimated cost of the entire Jacksonville expressway system 
was $41,818,000, of which $28 million was financed through the issuance and 
sale of revenue bonds, and the remainder of the cost was to he provided by 
contributions from the State road department, including regular Federal-aid 
allocations. The financing and sale of said revenue-bond issue by the Florida 
State Improvement Commission was made possible by virtue of a lease-purchase 
agreement between it and the State Road Department of Florida covering the 
entire expressway system, whereby the department agreed to pay to the com 
mission as rentals and purchase payments for the system such sums of money 
as shall equal the gross toll charges on the 2 bridges and the unpledged 80 
percent surplus Duval County gasoline tax fund. In and by said lease-purchase 
agreement, the State Road Department of Florida covenanted and agreed to 
complete the construction of the entire system within a reasonable time and 
as early as practicable after the issuance of said bonds by the Commission 
Construction of said expressway system was started. One of the bridges, and 
approaches thereto, has been completed and the other bridge is nearing com- 
pletion The original estimated cost of approximately $42 million has now 
risen to $69 million. Progress has been slow and practically bogged down 
toward constructing the interconnecting links of the expressway through the 
city and with the bridges because of the additional cost, as well as the problem 
of relocation and readjustment of the utilities within the wider rights-of-way 
needed for the system. The entire project was planned, the bonds sold and the 
construction started before any intimation whatsoever was given the city of 
Jacksonville by the State road department that the city would be expected 
to pay the cost of relocating and readjusting its utilities which would be 
occasioned by the construction of such expressway system. 

The city of Jacksonville owns a municipal electric system consisting of 
generating, transmission, and distribution facilities, which supplies electric 
service to the people of Jacksonville, Duval County, and adjoining counties 
It also owns a water system which supplies water to the inhabitants of Jackson- 
ville and immediate vicinity. It owns and maintains its sewer system which 
has been provided by its taxpayers and from which it derives no revenue. It 
also owns and maintains a signal system for its police and fire departments, 
which has been provided by its taxpayers and from which it derives no revenue 
These utility facilities are located on the streets and highways of the city 
Poles and wires affort transmission and distribution facilities for the overhead 
transmission and the distribution facilities and conduits for the underground 
transmission and distribution facilities of the electric and signal systems. 
Underground pipes supply water and carry the sewer wastes. Many of these 
publie utility facilities had long been located on and under the ground selected 
by the State road department as the right of way for the Jacksonville Express- 
way System. 
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Although no commitment had ever been given by the city of Jacksonville that 
it would pay for the cost of relocating and readjusting its utility facilities, it 
was advised by the State road department after the project and been started 
that it would be expected to pay for such cost, at an estimated figure of between 
$1.5 million and $2 million 

The city of Jacksonville is strictly limited under the laws of the State of 
Florida as to the sources from which it can raise revenues, and is required 
to operate on a fixed budget. Its entire budget for 1953 expenditures for general 
fund purposes amounted to $13,429,103.77. For it to attempt to assume the 
burden of paying the entire cost of relocating its utility facilities in connection 
with the Jacksonville Expressway would curtail its duty and in many instances 
prevent its ability to provide essential municipal services which it is required 
to render its citizens. 

Municipalities, such as the city of Jacksonville, apparently cannot absorb 

the cost involved in relocating utility facilities on these multi-million-dollar 
expressway projects. Such projects are planned and constructed in the interest 
of defense and essential civilian transportation requirements of providing a 
national system of interstate highways. They are not local projects which 
should be built with local funds. The entire cost of such projects, including 
the cost of relocation and readjustment of utility facilities necessitated by the 
onstruction or reconstruction of such highways, should be paid from the same 
funds which have been apportioned and provided for payment of the construc- 
tion cost. The relocation and readjustment of such nonrailroad utility facilities 
is just as much a part of the construction cost of such highways as is the reloca- 
tion and readjustment of railroad facilities, or the acquirement of rights-of-way, 
or any other item which forms an integral part of the overall cost of construction 
of the completed highway. 

During the past consideration of this matter by the committees of Congress, it 
was developed that the principal legitimate objection to legislation of this char- 
acter was that no one could give any estimate with any degree of certainty 
as to the amount of Federal funds which might be required for relocation and 
readjustment of nonrailroad utility facilities. This objection has been over- 
come in H. R. 7897, which will now be briefly discussed. 

H. R. 7897 would put other utilities on a part with the railroads in all material 
respects, and with the same limitations with respect to Federal funds as are 
allowed for the readjustment and relocation of railroad facilities. 

The first section of the bill recognizes and establishes the sound principle that 
the cost of construction of Federal-aid highways includes the cost of relocation 
and readjustment of all utility facilities necessitated by the construction or 
reconstruction of the highway. 

The second section will put nonrailway utilities on an equal basis with rail- 
road facilities, with the same limitation as to Federal funds which may be used 
for readjusting and relocating nonrailroad utility facilities. It is to be 
noted that section 5 (b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Ast of 1944 provides a 
formula whereby railroads reimburse the United States for a small amount 
when it has been established that the railroad has received a net benefit from 
the project. While the elimination of the hazards of railroad-highway grade 
crossings apparently is of some benefit to the railroads, it is not seen where there 
can be any net benefit to nonrailway utility facilities occasioned by .their re- 
location or readjustment. Consequently, H. R. 7897 will leave the present pro- 
visions of law applicable to railway facilities exactly as they are, and will 
add the new provisos applicable alone to nonrailway utility facilities. 

The third section of the bill makes its provisions applicable only to Federal 
funds heretofore or hereafter apportioned to the States. Consequently, it will not 
affect the amount of the appropriations which Congress makes for Federal-aid 
highways, nor does it attempt to increase an apportionment to a State to reim- 
burse it for Federal funds already expended. 

We feel that H. R. 7897 presents a sound, sensible and fair solution to a very 
serious problem which has become apparent in the Federal-Aid Highway Acts. 
It will establish a principle that is just, and at the same time safeguard and put 
a limitation upon the amount of Federal funds which may,be used to relocate 
and readjust such nonrailway utilities. It will expedite the construction of the 
national system of interstate highways, and place the entire cost of construction 
of such highways upon the users of said highways who have paid their taxes to 
construct the same 
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In view of the foregoing considerations, the city of Jacksonville petitions your 
early and favorable report on H. R. 7897 and strongly favors the early enactment 
of the same into law. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Haypon Burns, 
Mayor-Commissioner of the City of Jacksonville. 
WiLtiAM M. MApISoN, 
City Attorney of the City of Jacksonville. 


Mr. McGrecor. Gentlemen, I appreciate the very courteous treat- 
ment you have given our committee, and as far as I know now the 
committee will adjourn and these hearings are closed. Thank you 
very much. 

(Whereupon, at 4:45 p. m., the hearing was closed.) 


x 





